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Abstract. 
 
This thesis deals with friendship as a topic within two different spheres, 
offline and through facebook. The aim of the thesis was through 
interviews supported by secondary empirical work to ascertain whether 
friendships were maintained differently offline i.e. face-to-face than on 
facebook. The empirical work was gathered through two focus groups 
using a semi-structured interview.  
The analysis will provide with several different experts where theories 
regarding social capital, network sociality, facebook conventions, 
facebook behaviour, anonymity online and emotional contagion with be 
dealt with in relation to the notion of maintaining friends on the facebook 
network. 
The thesis includes that maintenance of friendships is different on 
facebook compared to offline friendships. Further, categorisation is more 
visible on facebook and lastly that facebook friendships appears to have 
decreased in value. 
The thesis will include two additional perspectives; one on exclusion and 
one on online privacy so as to illustrate different angles on the subject 
matter. 
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Introduction 1.0 
 
Friendships in virtual spaces. 
 
This thesis focuses on the relationship and understanding of friendships 
mediated through facebook by comparing online friendships with their 
offline counterpart. Before the emergence of social networking people’s 
primary way of interaction has been face-to-face. However, with the 
emergence of social networking people have the option to communicate 
in a different fashion; through the internet. 
 
Through interviewing and examining data, the goal of this project is to 
contribute and examine the growing body of research concerning 
friendships inside social networks. This research will concern itself with 
how and if the perception of friendship has changed due to the emergence 
and usage of social networks. Or perhaps more to the point; whether 
friendship differs in terms of quality and attributes when mediated 
through social networks compared to face-to-face interaction. 
 
The research is supported by interviewing two focus groups, in which two 
different groups from Roskilde University (RUC) will be asked to discuss 
their notions of friendship, in and outside of social network. In order to 
create as much freedom and autonomy during the interview while not 
losing track of the subject matter, a semi-structured interview method has 
been chosen.  
 
This project will include a chapter on methodology. It will outline the 
main differences between qualitative and quantitative research and 
establish how the data will be collected and analysed. Following the 
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methodology, a brief theoretical chapter based on the thoughts and 
notions of Zygmunt Bauman will serve as an introduction to the field of 
friendship. After the data gained from the interviews has been coded it 
will be measured against existing bodies of research forming the analysis. 
As such, the main body of theory will be used on the analysis in the same 
chapter. (4.0-4.9)  
 
Afterwards, the conclusion will answer the research questions listed in 
the problem definition.  
 
Following the conclusion, a perspective chapter will detail two other 
approaches which could have been examined given an alternate focal 
point.  
 
Problem definition 1.2 
 
What are the differences in perception (if any) between friendships 
maintained through social networks such as facebook and friendships 
maintained through face-to-face interaction? 
Subquestions: 
Is there a difference between how facebook friends and offline friends are 
maintained?  
Can friendship be categorised? 
Has facebook changed how people perceive facebook contacts? 
 
What is Facebook? 1.3 
 
This subchapter will endeavour to elucidate on what facebook is and how 
the users’ may use facebook in order to connect with their network. This 
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chapter has been included so that a reader unaccustomed to facebook may 
understand the intricacies of a social networking site. 
 
Facebook is an online social networking site which users’ connect to so 
that they stay in touch with their contacts. The users’ can communicate 
through several mediums or channels. Broadly speaking there are three 
distinct ways which the user can communicate through.  
 
Private messenging 1.3.1 
 
First, people may communicate through private messaging. Private 
messaging may be done between two or more people. Messaging can be 
done between parties who are not friends. 
 
‘The Wall’ 1.3.2 
 
The second channel of communication is done through an individual 
users’ timeline also called ‘the wall’. This is a customised page where the 
individual users’ information is available and where other users may 
publicly distribute links, photos or texts on the profile. Everything on ‘the 
wall’ is by default public to anyone who is friends with the person. Thus 
if user A posts something on B’s wall then C (who is friends with B but 
not with A) will still be able to comment on A’s post because it is part of 
B’s profile. However, this may be changed through the privacy settings to 
customise who are able to comment on ‘the wall’.  
(Facebook Inc., Mark Zuckerberg, www.facebook.com, 2004-2014 
https://www.facebook.com/help/115469971891543) 
 
Groups, Events and Pages 1.3.3 
Lukas Valdemar Stray, 
 
 5 
A third way to communicate through facebook is done via. Groups, pages 
and events. These sites are managed by an admin and usually have a 
specific area of interest. While all three types are similar in the sense that 
people communicate through a shared wall pertinent to the individual 
page/event/group in question they are also different in various ways.  
 
Groups are made up by private users’ and can be subcategorised through 
three types of privacy settings; open, closed and secret. 
An open group is a group where anyone is eligible to join and even non-
members can see the content of such a group. Users may only be 
members of a closed group by requesting an invitation or being invited by 
a group member. The secret group is similar to the closed group except 
that it is hidden from anyone except former and current members. 
Further, users may only be invited they cannot request an invitation. 
(Facebook, 2004-2014, Zuckerberg, 
https://www.facebook.com/help/220336891328465 
 
Events is similar in most regards to the group but unlike both groups and 
pages they have a time limit. Further, an event which a user is invited to 
prompts an answer in the form of “Going, Decline and Maybe”1. 
Pages are official spaces where an organisation may distribute 
information regarding their brand. Unlike events and groups, pages “(…) 
are public and generally available to everyone on facebook”  
(Facebook, 2004-2014, Zuckerberg, 
https://www.facebook.com/help/155275634539412 
 
The Newsfeed 1.3.4 
 
                                                 
1
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All of the previous information may be accessed through a tool called the 
newsfeed. The newsfeed is a space within a users’ homepage which 
combines and updates on the users’ friends and their activities. In 
addition, the newsfeed can also show updates from groups or pages which 
a user is connected to. 
 However, it does not notify of all activity that happens in a users’ 
network instead it employs an algorithm where it prioritises some updates 
over others. Further, a user may customise the newsfeed by ‘unfollowing’ 
certain groups, pages or friends so that their activity is not shown. 
Alternatively, a specific story can be unfollowed which prompts facebook 
to select less stories of similar topics to be shown in the newsfeed2. 
(Facebook, 2004-2014, Zuckerberg, 
https://www.facebook.com/help/327131014036297) 
 
 
Methodology 2 
 
This chapter will detail the principles that has guided the empirical data 
as well as detailing how it will be used in terms of analysis.  
 
Delimitation/Research Criteria: 2.1 
This thesis seeks to investigate how people understand friendship 
mediated through social networks. To narrow down the subject matter3, 
the thesis will focus principally on how friendship is understood by 
university students and therefore exclude people who does not fit that 
definition. Because social network is such a vast enterprise, this study 
                                                 
2
 It is worth noting that the ability to ‘disable notifications’ was reported to be a often used tool to 
avoid spam and avoiding awkward confrontations. 
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will focus only on facebook as an example of social media and how 
friendships can differ in this specific media compared to friendships 
happening in the real world (hereafter referred to as offline friends) 
Additionally, the project is not focusing on how understandings of 
friendships may vary in relation to religious and cultural connotations 
except for the purpose of explicating that friendship is an abstract 
construct (see part 4.2) 
 
Sample bias: 2.1.1 
 
Because the participants are exclusively recruited through facebook all of 
my participants are somewhat knowledgeable about facebook. However, 
a consequence is that there will be no outside perspective i.e. one who 
does not have a facebook profile.  
 
Further, it may be noted that due to the fact that all of my participants are 
students from Roskilde University they have or are currently part of 
facebook groups which include other members from current or previous 
university subjects they have attended. Thus, given that they all have had 
the opportunity to belong to many different groups on facebook their 
disposition towards facebook contacts may be skewed.  
 
Reasons for research methods 2.2 
 
When investigating any given field, there are several considerations one 
may contemplate. One of them is the principles on which data will be 
gathered and employed. There are, in principle, two major research 
methods: Qualitative and quantitative.  
Quantitative research  
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“(…)allows data to be collected that focuses on precise and objective 
measurements that use numerical and statistical analysis to support or 
refute a hypothesis. The results of quantitative research are often 
generalizable, predictable, and provide a causal explanation.”  
 
(What is Qualitative Research? Campbell, Suzanne, 2014, p. 3 4) 
  
Qualitative research, on the other hand “(…)collects open-ended, 
emerging data that is then used to develop themes(…)”  
(Campbell, 2014, p. 3) 
Further, qualitative research is, according to Campbell, fundamentally 
interactive. Quantitative research deals with prefigured data as opposed 
to emerging data. Quantitative research data is predominantly used to 
gather objective data whereas qualitative research data is interpretive. 
(Campbell, 2014, p. 3) 
 
This thesis has employed a qualitative research methodology in terms of 
its own empirical research. The qualitative research method has been 
used because this thesis’ seeks to understand how friendship is 
understood by its sample participants as opposed to finding a definition 
through a larger but potentially more random sample.  
 
As argued for by Campbell, quantitative research “(…)consist of random 
sampling of people that should statistically represent a population (…).” 
(Campbell, 2014, p. 3) 
For this reason, quantitative research alone would, in this researchers’ 
opinion, be insufficient if one wanted to get a subjective understanding of 
how friendships may be understood. Having said that, quantitative 
                                                 
4
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research may still be productive if one wants to investigate tendencies 
within a given population5. (Campbell, 2014, p. 3) 
To that end, second-hand empirical research has been obtained and will 
be employed to compare the findings gained from the interviews.  
 
Data collection through interviews 2.3 
 
This thesis employs interviews as its strategy for collective data. 
Interviews has been chosen due to their focus of gaining knowledge 
through conversation. (Interviews: Learning the Craft of Qualitative 
Research Interviewing, Kvale, Steiner & Brinkmann, Svend 2009 p. 2)  
According to , “The qualitative research interview attempts to 
understand the world from the subject’s point of view, to unfold the 
meaning of their experiences, to uncover their lived world prior to 
scientific explanations.” (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009, p. 1) 
Data is then gathered through the interaction the interviewer and the 
interviewee(s) as they converse about a topic of mutual interest. (Kvale & 
Brinkmann, 2009, p. 2) 
This thesis employs a focus group which is a type of interview where 
there are more than one interviewee. In Carey’s (2004) words a focus 
group is “(…) a semi structured group session, moderated by a group 
leader, held in an informal setting, with the purpose of collecting 
information on a designated topic.” (Focus group interviews as a data 
collecting strategy, Isabella McLafferty, 2003, p. 187) 
 
                                                 
5
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The principle is that this type of focus group is characterised by less 
direction from its interviewer. Rather, the interviewer moderates the 
interview by giving it a permissive atmosphere so that interviewee’s may 
engage in interchanging and conflicting viewpoints. (Kvale & 
Brinkmann, 2009, p. 150)  
 
The Semi-structured interview 2.3.1 
 
Regarding the structure of the interviews, a semi-structured approach has 
been chosen. The primary difference between the semi-structured and the 
structured approach in interviewing is that the structured interview use a 
questionnaire format with closed questions. The semi-structured 
interview asks more open-ended questions in order to facilitate narratives  
and stories. (Semi-structured interviews: guidance for novice researchers, 
Lisa S. Whiting, p. 35-36) 
 
A strength of this research method is that it is more spontaneous and 
expressive. Unlike the one-on-one interviews, the point of a focus group 
is to bring diverse perspectives as opposed to reaching a consensus. A 
drawback6 of this type of interview is that the interviewer has less control 
of the interview and thus the interview tends to be more chaotic. 
(Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009, p. 150)  
 
If I had chosen a structured interview I may have gained a more focused 
interview where conversation would be guided towards my questions but 
it would also provide less opportunities for spontaneous conversation 
where new topics would arise.   
 
                                                 
6
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Thus, I chose semi-structured interview because I deemed that better 
results for my thesis could be gained from an interview where the 
interviewee’s would be free to chat with relatively little interruption 
despite the chance of them going off topic7. 
 
 
The role of the interviewer 2.3.2 
 
A problem one frequently encounter with interviews is the leading 
question. According to Kvale and Brinkmann, it is well documented that 
a slight rewording of a question may influence the results. (Kvale & 
Brinkmann, 2009, p. 171) 
However, Kvale and Brinkmann also acknowledges that leading 
questions may be used to check reliability as they can verify or contradict 
an interviewer’s interpretation8. (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009, p. 172) 
 
When talking about questioning techniques, a qualitative interviewer 
would normally inquire about a statement in a factual way. Say an 
interviewee states that Facebook friends are not genuine friends because 
you cannot have X amount of friends and still call them friends (as 
proposed by an article used in a later chapter) – the factual follow-up 
question may be; how many friends do you have on facebook compared 
to offline friends. A meaning question might inquire different and ask 
what constitutes a friend for the interviewee. (Kvale, 1996, p. 31-33) 
 
For this reason, one may assume that there is a margin of error in case the 
interpretation of the qualitative interview is faulty. As such, meaning 
                                                 
7
 Going off topic is considered by Kvale to be undesirable in an interview.  
8
 This technique has been employed several times during the two interviews. 
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question might alleviate this problem. Kvale argues that, the “meaning 
questions” are essential if an interviewer wants to explicate what is “said 
between the lines”. (Kvale, 1996, p. 32) 
 
To this end, the two interviews conducted to aid of this research has both 
questions that are factual and questions that are meaning oriented.  
 
Focus group questions 2.4 
 
As already mentioned, the research method of collecting data is the focus 
group and as such questions was formulated to guide the interview.  
Note: The questions are in Danish because the interviewee’s were Danish 
students of Roskilde University. 
 
Hvad forstår i ved ordet venskab? 
(What do you understand by the word ’friendship’?) 
Hvilke kvaliteter bør der ligge i et venskab? 
(Which qualities should the a friendship contain?) 
Kategoriserer I jeres venskaber? Hvis ja, hvorfor? Hvis nej, hvorfor 
ikke?  
(Are you categorising your friendships? If yes, why? If no, why 
not?) 
Hvad stopper et venskab?  
(What terminates a friendship?) 
Hvad skaber et venskab? 
(What creates/faciliate a friendship?) 
Hvad gør i for at bibeholde jeres venskaber? 
(What do you do to maintain your friendships?) 
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Har sociale medier ændret den måde i kommunikere med jeres 
venner på? Hvis ja, hvordan? Hvis nej, hvorfor ikke?  
(Has social medias changed the way you communicate with your 
friends? If the communication has changed, how so? If the 
communication has not changed, why do you think that is?) 
 
Choosing the participants for the interview 2.5 
 
“(…) different persons are suitable for different types of interviews, such 
as providing accurate witness observations, versus giving sensitive 
accounts of personal experiences and emotional states, (…)” (Kvale & 
Brinkmann, 2009, p. 165) 
 
Adhering to the above statement, this research sought to acquire 
participants who would be knowledgeable about social networks. 
 
In this study, a total of six students were chosen. The first interview 
consisted of three participants who were all belonging to the same house9. 
They were on their second semester during the time of the interview.  
The second interview consisted of three participants who had all attended 
RUC for at least three semesters.   
 
 In the first interview group all had the same courses on their first 
semester whereas the second interview group all had different studies 
within the humanities. All the six interviewee’s were users of facebook to 
a varying degree.  
                                                 
9
 Sharing a ‘house’ at RUC means that you have the same classes but also share the same facilities. 
Because humanities at RUC has multiple ‘houses’ with the same studies within the basic program, it is 
possible to have the exact same topics as another student but not belonging to the same house. 
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Regarding their knowledge of the topic, all but one of the six 
interviewee’s would be considered laymen in terms of their knowledge on 
the subject of the interviews. A detailed description of the participants 
may be perused in the appendix. 
 
Given the nature of the interviews and the subject matter, an exclusion 
criteria was used. The students must be or at least have been active users 
of facebook.  
 
All the questions in the interviews were treated both in terms of offline as 
well as online friends. E.g. in the case with the first question – the 
interviewee’s were first asked how they understood the word friendship 
in its offline capacity and then in its online capacity. This was done so 
comparison could be drawn between how the interviewee’s perceived 
offline friendship compared to online friendship. 
 
The interview procedure and location 2.6 
 
The interview were conducted at my residence. This was done because I 
knew the participants before the interview process took place. Both of the 
interviews were conducted in a manner of the semi-structured interview. 
Insofar as it was possible, I was facilitating discussions by giving the 
participants questions which they were to discuss amongst themselves. 
Whenever the participants got stuck on a question or I wanted 
clarification I would ask additional questions. In the cases where 
conversation flowed, I would take notes of the conversation.  
Both of the interviews were recorded using a Smartphone. The data was 
then transferred to a computer in which it was stored for later usage.  
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The interviews last one hour and one hour and 40 minutes respectively.  
 
 
Obtaining the interviews 2.6.1 
 
In order to get participants for the interview I employed several channels 
of communication. Both RUC’s internal mailing list was used (PAES) as 
well inquiries on facebook and real life. 
 
 These inquiries included a post on my personal profile (in which one 
interviewee was recruited), as well as an inquiry on five different ‘closed’ 
groups of which I had a position of authority as a tutor in three of them. 
Of those five groups, only one group yielded three participants (the group 
of which I was most recently a tutor). The last two interviewee’s were 
asked over the facebook chat and were known to me both as work 
colleagues but also as friends.  
 
It is interesting to note, that although my inquiries on facebook were read 
possibly by over 1000 people only about 15 responded in which only four 
could participate. Of the people that I asked via the chat function on 
facebook, the two that I asked agreed to participate10.  
 
Strength and limitations of interview subjects 2.7 
 
While Kvale and Brinkmann asserts that “The ideal interview subject 
does not exist” (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009, p. 165) my choice (or 
perhaps rather the lack of choice) in selecting the interviewee’s has 
undoubtedly influenced the outcome and quality of the interviews.  
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As stated in 2.6, some of my interview subjects were friends rather than 
strangers. Kvale and Brinkmann argued that a good interviewee “(…) 
stick to the interview topic and do not repeatedly wander off” (Kvale & 
Brinkmann, 2009, p. 165)  
In the case of my interviews there are some cases of my interviewee’s 
going off topic which may have impaired the ultimate quality of my 
interviews. It can be speculated that the reason for this is the relationship 
they have cultivated with me the interviewer. Further, it may have had an 
impact that some of the interviewees were familiar with each other.  
 
 On the other hand, Kvale and Brinkmann states that “Good interviewees 
are cooperative and well motivated”. (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009, p. 165) 
Due to the amount of people I reached out towards and the fact that the 
six people who responded were all people who either knew me in a 
personal capacity (friends) or as a valued relation (tutor / classmate) may 
suggest that there is a relation between my interviews motivation to help 
me and their personal view of me.  
Hence, it is possible that they may have been motivated to produce data 
specifically tailored for my research due to their personal bias.  
 
On another note, Kvale and Brinkmann states that “The idealized 
interviewee appears rather similar to an upper-middle-class intellectual, 
whose views are not necessarily representative of the general 
population.”  
(Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009, p. 165) 
If their assertion is correct than this would favour my interview subjects 
given that they were exclusively university students. However, their 
university leanings may also have had an impact on how they view my 
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research topic. Because my interviewees were not representing different 
social classes but only a fraction (namely university students) their 
knowledge and the data they produced are by no means representative of 
the general populace11.  
 
 
 The stance on interviewee’s perception of knowledge 2.8 
 
Note: the following chapter outlines the guidelines I have used when 
conducting the interviews. As such, this chapter represents my goals for 
the interviews not the results. A subchapter (2.8.1) has been made to 
demonstrate difficulties and challenges with knowing the interview 
subjects.  
 
Since the emphasis on interaction as a source for data collection is chief, 
the focus group interview focuses on ‘everyday knowledge’  (McLafferty, 
2003, p. 187-188)  
 
It should be noted that there are several different kinds of focus groups. 
They are specific in accordance with the data they generate. In this 
instance, a phenomenological approach is used. This means that the focus 
in on “(…) people’s common sense conceptions and everyday 
explanations” (McLafferty, 2003, p. 188) 
 
Wilkinson12 (1988) expands on this notion by arguing that the 
phenomenological approach attempts to construe knowledge from its 
participants opinions, knowledge and beliefs in order to determine the 
                                                 
11
 It is my personal belief that qualitative research is not meant to produce general knowledge.  
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 A researcher cited in McLafferty’s Journal 
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participants understanding of the issues presented through questions. 
(McLafferty, 2003, p. 188) 
As an example, I would ask my focus groups what attributes they 
consider to be qualities of a friendship and then construct my arguments 
based on the opinions of my interviewee’s.  
“(…) past knowledge (specifically theoretical or scientific 
understandings) and ontological assumptions (including that of the thing 
“really” existing) need to be held in abeyance.”  
(Linda Finlay, 2014, Engaging Phenomenological Analysis, 
Philosophical Understandings: Reductions and Bracketing, p. 122) 
 
This means that my attitude as an interviewer is ideally one of openness. 
Rather than engaging the interviewee’s as an expert, the 
phenomenological approach advocates that the interviewer takes a novice 
stance towards the matters which the interviewee’s discuss.  
(Finlay, 2014, p. 123) 
 
Thus the role of the interviewer is to serve as a moderator and only 
interfering with the interviewee’s when a statement is unclear or the topic 
has gone off track. (see 2.3.1 and 2.3.2) 
 
Finlay explicates that;  
“As the point is explicitly to avoid carrying familiar assumptions into the 
research, the researcher must stay open to the 
participant’s particular perspective and experience. How does the world 
appear to the participant?”
(Finlay, 2014, p. 124) 
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Pertaining the interviews, this means that I should avoid applying my 
own theory and pre-existing knowledge of the phenomenon (friendship) 
into the interview.  
 
As such, the interviews will be regarded with an openness which seeks to 
“push beyond what we already know from experience or through 
established knowledge”.  
(Findley, 2014, p. 121-122) 
The interviewer’s focus in on the participants own experience and their 
‘truths’ regarding the topic of friendship. According to Van Manen 
(2011) 
“One needs to reflect on one’s own pre-understandings, frameworks, and 
biases regarding the (psychological, political, and ideological) 
motivation and the nature of the question, in search for genuine openness 
in one’s conversational relation with the phenomenon.”  
(Findley, 2014, p. 123) 
 
Thus, the interviewer needs to adopt a veil of ignorance when talking to 
the interviewee’s and their perceptions on a given topic. Hence, in 
practice the interviewer does “(…) not assume any commonality of 
experience (…)” (Findley, 2014, p. 124) i.e. I am not assuming that there 
exists similarities between my personal assumptions regarding the topic 
of friendships and the assumptions made by the interview subjects. The 
interviews will then focus on how the world appears in the eyes of the 
interviewee’s. Hence, how the interviewee’s experience the notion of 
friendships in (and outside of) virtual communities is of chief interest.  
 
Given that the interviewee’s experiences are assessed through a 
phenomenological approach, their experiences should be considered 
subjective as ‘pure objectiveness’ is impossible. (Findlay, 2014, p. 125)  
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Due to the nature of the interview as a focus group with a 
phenomenological approach, the priority was to assert the opinions, 
attitudes and beliefs of the participants as opposed to finding objective 
‘truths’.  (McLafferty, 2003, p. 188)  
Instead, since the interviewee’s are inherently subjective, the subjectivity 
should be managed by being open and attentive towards their arguments 
rather than being“(…) objective and disengaged”. (Findlay, 2014, p. 125) 
This is important when treating the data as the interviewee’s are supposed 
to be in their natural attitude. Thus their answers and statements should 
not only be treated “(…)at face value (…)” (Findlay, 2014, p . 125)  
For this reason there are also various instances where I found it necessary 
to ask my participants to clarify a statement so as to reduce instances 
where I would have to interpret my interviewee’s statement. 
 
A reason for this is Kvale and Brinkmann’s arguments on the dangers of 
asserting implicit meanings as an interviewer. (Kvale and Brinkmann, 
2009, p. 219) 
One problem with deriving the implicit meanings from an interviewee’s 
statement is that it may result in readers bias. Another problem is that 
interpreting a statement calls into question who has the ownership over  
meanings derived from analysing a given statement from an interviewee 
(Kvale & Brinkman, 2009, p. 217)  
 
 
Strengths and limitations of knowing the interviewee’s as an 
interviewer 2.8.1 
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In the previous subchapter (2.8) I have outlined the phenomenological 
approach. However, given the relation between me and the interviewee’s 
it is necessary to illustrate what difficulties and challenges that have 
arisen with the interview process. 
 
On the subject of interfering with my interview’s conversation I have 
noted that there are methodological challenges because of my pre-
existing relationship with the interviewee’s. A negative consequence is 
that my openness may have been bordering to friendliness resulting in 
untimely interference with the interviewee’s narratives and descriptions. 
Conversely, my familiarity with my subjects may have made them feel 
more at ease thus resulting in a more fluid interview. 
 
Secondly, there is a possibility that I have been influenced during the 
interview in my capacity as an interviewer because some of my 
participants are regarded as friends in addition to being interviewee’s. 
This has made it more challenging to stick to the role as a moderator. 
Further, because I share the same characteristics as my interviewee’s I 
may have been more agreeable in the interview than had I belonged to 
another segment of society. However, given that the phenomenological 
approach cites objective and disengaged as undesirable traits for an 
interviewer this may not have negatively impacted the interview. Rather, 
given my similarities with my interviewee’s my demeanour may as well 
have motivated my interviewee’s. 
 
Analysing the data 2.9 
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To analyse the data, the research will be treated through identifying key 
concepts, categories and central themes. The identification of those 
elements will be done through the usage of coding.  
According to Kvale and Brinkman; 
“Coding involves attaching one or more keywords to a text segment in 
order to permit later identification of a statement, whereas categorization 
entails a more systematic conceptualization of a statement, opening it for 
quantification.” (Kvale and Brinkman, 2009, p. 202) 
 
As such, the initial collection of data using some traits normally 
associated with grounded theory’s ‘open coding’ (Lynne M. Connelly, 
Grounded Theory, 2013, p. 124). Open coding can be described as “the 
process of breaking down, examining, comparing, conceptualizing and 
categorizing data.” (Kvale and Brinkman, 2009, p. 20213) 
The coding categorising enables efficiency and allows the creation of key 
concepts. Although coding can be used to ‘quantify’ opinions, it can 
likewise be used as an interpretative tool.  
 
One of the tools used to assist in understanding and interpreting the 
interviewee’s statements is meaning condensations. This means that 
“Long statements are compressed into briefer statements in which the 
main sense of what is said is rephrased in a few words.” (Kvale & 
Brinkman, 2009, p. 205) 
 
In the case with my own analysis, I first listened to the recordings writing 
only short notes when something of interest was said. In this initial phase, 
meaning condensing was frequently used. An example is when Benjamin 
talks about his American family at length where he uses self-censorship 
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to avoid offending his relatives. Instead of writing the entirety of his 
narration I have written down only the core argument (see footnote for 
example)14. 
 
Another type of meaning condensation is categorising a statement by 
using a scale to measure the level of agreement or strength of a statement.  
(Kvale & Brinkman, 2009, p. 203) 
In m interviews, I did not find it necessary to categorise a statement based 
on a level of agreeableness. However, I did find it helpful to write down 
whenever a statement was met with agreement or disagreement from 
other participants.  
   
As Kvale and Brinkmann argued that meaning condensation can help 
create an overlook if multiple participants has a similar or identical 
attitude – my initial coding was both helpful in relation to looking 
through the interviews for relevant data as well as checking for in-group 
agreeableness15. 
 
Secondly, Kvale and Brinkmann argued that by condensing similar 
attitudes from different parts of the interview, central themes may 
emerge.  
For instance, categorisation may streamline the interview into a form that 
provides a simpler overview (Kvale & Brinkman, 2009, p. 204)  
 
A theme I quickly identified through my interviews was the discrepancy 
between attributes belonging to facebook friendships and attributes 
pertaining offline friends. 
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Another consequence of streamlining the interview was that I could 
identify differences between how my two focus groups identified traits or 
qualities of friendship. Loyalty (especially the reciprocal kind) is a central 
quality within friendships in my first interview whereas my second 
interview group put emphasis on being able to be emotionally vulnerable 
when you are with best friends.  
 
The theoretical outline 3.0 
 
When discussing the relationship between friendship and virtual 
community, it is important first to give a perspective on how concurrent 
societal expectations may be understood. To clarify; this chapter will 
elucidate how the dynamics of society can understood before delving into 
the specifics of how friendship may be understood.  
One such theory is that of ‘Liquid Modernity’, a theoretical perspective 
coined by Zygmunt Bauman16. 
 
Introducing liquid Modernity 3.1 
 
“(…) modern society in its present form may be likened to the pattern of a 
caravan site. The place is open to everyone with his or her own caravan 
and enough money to pay the rent. Guest come and go; none of them 
takes much interest in how the site is run (…)” (Zygmunt Bauman, 
Liquid Modernity, 2002 originally, 2012 edition, p. 23-24)  
 
According to Zygmunt Bauman, ‘liquid modernity’ may be categorised as 
a state in which there is an emphasis on individual rights and their 
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autonomy. Additionally, the liquid modernity favours the individual over 
societal governance. (Zygmunt Bauman, 2012, p. 23-24) 
 
The above citation indicates that there is a cultural shift away from 
community based socialisation by favouring the individual. (Bauman, 
2012, p. 24) 
 
Having said that, liquid modernity is not only limited to a cultural shift of 
people’s desire to be unfettered by social demands and restriction but also 
a “(…) transformation of public space (…)” (Bauman, 2012, p. 25)  
The transformation lies in what expectations citizens (or individuals) has 
of society. Instead of a society in which people expects the society to 
improve and regulate life, it has ostensibly been reduced only to simply 
observe and ensure human rights as well as to police individuals who 
hinder others in going about their business. 
(Bauman, 2012, p. 36) 
 
Whereas before, a state would perform as a big brother - looking over and 
protecting its citizens it has changed to that of a business partner. This 
‘business partner’ is simply providing an agreed upon service to its user. 
(Bauman, 2012, p. 23-25) 
Overall, this transfiguration elicits more individualised behaviour as the 
management of resources is now more the responsibility of the individual 
than the government. (Bauman, 2012, p. 25) 
 
From solid to liquid modernity 3.2 
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Solid17 modernity is depicted as the counterpart to liquid modernity.   
Before the emergence of liquid modernity, the state used to be more 
totalitarian. (Bauman, 2012, p. 25-26)  
Further, and perhaps more importantly, the citizens welfare was 
considered to be a state-wide objective as opposed to an individual 
responsibility. Thus, solid modernity would be more concerned with 
achieving a ‘just’ or ‘good’ society than the individual desires of 
autonomy and freedom. (Bauman, 2012, p. 25)  
Hence the solid modernity is sustained by people “inclined to seek her or 
his own welfare through the well-being of the city”. (Bauman, 2012, p. 
36) 
 
Ideally, such a state would act on what would be perceived as the 
common good for its citizens. The problem, however, is that with the 
emergence of the on-going individualisation – what is perceived as 
‘common good’ becomes a difficult affair. (Bauman, 2012, p. 36) 
 
The lost citizen 3.3 
 
“Each driver has his or her own itinerary and time schedule. What the 
drivers want from the site’s managers is not much more (but no less 
either) than to be left alone and not interfered with.” (Bauman, 2012, p. 
24) 
 
People interact with each other as individual rather than as members of 
society. The premise for this is that if individuals does not ‘interfere’ with 
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its managers (government), they will be ‘free’ to do as they wish. 
(Bauman, 2012, p. 24-25) 
 
However, according to Bauman, freedom relies on the condition that an 
individual submits to a society18. True freedom, on the other hand, is not 
only impossible to obtain without receding from society but also 
undesirable. (Bauman, 2012, p. 20) 
 
“The outcome of rebelling against the norms (…) is a perpetual agony of 
indecision linked to a state of uncertainty about the intentions and moves 
of others around – likely to make life a living hell.  
(Bauman, 2012, p. 20)  
 
Hence there is a certain paradox between the individual and his drive for 
freedom and autonomy and his wilful submission to a society which 
grants the selfsame autonomy and freedom. (Bauman, 2012 p. 20) 
 
Moreover, the individual’s drive to liberate themselves from society is 
not a choice but rather a consequence of the liquid modernity. By 
prioritising individualisation in favour of community – there is no real 
alternative to individualisation.  (Bauman, 2012, p. 34) 
 
The need to become would be paramount to anything else. Ultimately, 
this affect the public sphere in such a way that the ‘public’ would become 
private. An action would be valued chiefly in terms of self-advancement. 
(Bauman, 2012, p. 32, 37) 
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Bauman hypothesises that in a society where individualisation is the only 
option people would have difficulty identifying ‘common’ causes 
between members of the society. (Bauman, 2012, p. 37) 
 
Additionally, he argues that the joining of common causes would be 
difficult as the individuals problems are often personal and non-additive. 
(Bauman, 2012, p. 35)  
 
Following this, one may argue that the ‘citizen’ is lost in modern society. 
People are no longer willing to ‘join forces’ to improve society. Instead 
society is seen as an abstract mass of other individuals all striving to do 
the same as you. (Bauman, 2012, p. 36) 
 
“To put in a nutshell, ‘individualisation’ consists of transforming human 
‘identity’ from a ‘given’ into a ‘task’” (Bauman, 2012, p. 31) 
 
The search for identity transforms from a journey to a hunt. People 
commit to relations and jobs all in the spirit of self-advancement, to gain 
or regain security. 
 
The individual’s paradox 3.4 
 
In another book, Bauman comments on the absurdity of human 
relationships. On one end, we strive to reach for the security of  steady 
and stable relationships. On the other… we fear that such entanglements 
may become too constricting to our perception of freedom.  
(Zygmunt Bauman, Liquid Love – On the frailty of human bonds, 2003, 
p. viii) 
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It creates a paradox between wanting relatedness but being aversive to 
‘being related’ too. We want people to be reliable but we do not want to 
be relied upon. (Bauman, 2003, p. viii)  
Consequently the act of ‘falling’19  in love and maintaining other 
meaningful relationships becomes somewhat of a contradiction.  
Thus, according to Bauman, the falling in love and finding friends 
becomes an acquired skill… as well as an investment. (Bauman, 2012, p. 
34-36) 
 
“(…) you put in time, money, efforts that you could have turned to other 
aims but did not, hoping that you were doing the right thing and that 
what you’ve lost or refrained from otherwise enjoying would be in due 
course repaid – with profit.”  (Bauman, 2003, p. 13) 
 
Relationships are no longer based on loyalty or commitment – but profit 
(or rather perceived profit). (Bauman, 2003, p. 13) 
 
This would likely result in more fragile and fickle relationships compared 
to those maintained in a solid modernity. (Bauman, 2012, p. 37) 
 
In the liquid era, people are constantly on the lookout for more. A new 
house, a new job or a new girlfriend. Anything which may help a person 
in his pursuit of self-improvement. (Bauman, 2012, p. 28) 
 
Because the creation of identity is no given but a task (see earlier 
citation), the process of creating an identity and construing a life becomes 
an on-going process. (Bauman, 2012, p. 29) 
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To succeed, one must successfully navigate between other individuals all 
the while progression towards the (next) goal of self-gratification.  
 
As such the ability to be self-critical is vital. When the individual is solely 
responsible for his/her failure(s) the ability to avoid future defeats is 
paramount to survival. However, without a collective society to compare 
notes, the only recourse is to “try harder and harder still” (Bauman, 
2012, p. 38) 
 
An analogy of the differences between solid and liquid modernity can be 
explained if one imagines two groups of people on facebook with 
different privacy settings. The first group is a closed group. The group 
has an admin and a small amount of members. This group is characterised 
by a tight bond between the member and people rarely leave and new 
members are rarely invited. 
The second group is an open group where there is little to no control over 
who joins and who leaves the group. Both groups regularly plan events 
and happenings. In the first group, the members agree on who to invite 
and what to do in any specific event. In the second group, multiple events 
may happen within the same time and people decide individually what to 
do and where to go. Two people belonging to the second group may 
decide to arrive to one event together and the next separately.  
 
The first group are a closely knitted group of people who have known 
each other for a longer period of time. Everyone in the group know each 
other and have certain expectations of the other individual members of 
the group. There are specific rules in the closed group. In addition to 
Facebook’s end-user licence agreement the members have constructed set 
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social rules restricting members to their own place within the groups 
hierarchy.  
 
The second group may or may not know each other but because of the 
open status of the group any member is free to join and leave at their own 
discretion. The only rule existing in the open group is facebook’s end-
user license agreement. 
 
In the example. Solid modernity represent the closed group 
insofar as they are restricted by class and that they are supervised by a 
higher authority (government). Comparatively, the open group free as 
long as they wilfully submit to the end-user license agreement.  
 
To clarify; people belonging to a liquid modernity always interact with 
each other as individual to individual with little governence. People in the 
solid modernity interact as citizens to citizens both being part of a greater 
whole and governed by a higher authority.  
 
Understanding Friendship 4 
 
This following subchapters will investigate various understandings of 
friendships as well as give insights into how social relations such as 
friendship can be altered by social network. Additionally, it will debate 
the influence social networks has on the formation of friendship. 
 
Introduction: Friendship. 4.1 
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The term ‘Friendship’ is a loaded word that has many connotations and 
associations20. The word friendship spans cultures, continents and even 
species21. It is understood as something specific and important both to the 
layman and to the specialist.  
 
If the interviews are any indication, it can be argued that friendship is a 
somewhat ambiguous term in the sense that it denotes many different 
attributes and can be understood differently depending on various 
cultural, religious or the socioeconomic background of a given subject.  
 
Hence before going deeper into the subject matter, the focus groups were 
asked what they understood by the word friendship (See 2.4 for an 
overview of the questions) As anticipated – there was some variance as to 
how the word ‘friendship’ was defined. 
 
In the first focus group Oliver22 cited friendship as being  “mutual trust 
and support”. Sophia, another interviewee of the same group cited loyalty 
as another attribute.  Further she argued that people who you could share 
thoughts and private matters with were considered friends to her.  
The third interviewee from focus group one, Amanda, argued that  
“it could also be those whose company you enjoy?”  
(Interview 1, Interviewee 1,2,3;  00:27-01:1023)  
 
“Interaction” is considered an attribute of friendship by Benjamin, an 
interviewee in the second interview. However this met disagreement in 
focus group two; 
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 The interviewee’s names has been redacted to ensure anonymity.  
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“My problem with this one [Michael’s statement] is (…) now we have 
interacted and the next time I meet you, you will not be my friend” 
(Interview 2, Interviewee 2; 02:18-02:25) 
 
Because friendship are such an integral part of modern living (see chapter 
3) it is interesting that such an important term may mean something 
different depending on whom you ask.  
 
Another aspect of defining friendship is that people may value some 
benefits of friendship more than others when denoting qualities. One 
example of this was observed in focus group one on the importance of 
hugging. 
 
“Amanda; (…) I am also thinking physically – the act of giving 
another a hug 
Sophia; I also find that important 
Oliver; I think I give plenty of people hugs there is not necessarily 
a meaning (…)” 
(Interview 1, 08:18-08:26) 
 
Hence, the analysis will not try and define friendship but instead look into 
the different perceptions on friendship by putting offline friends in 
juxtaposition of friendship in the social media.  
To reiterate; the purpose of this thesis is not to attain a definition of what 
a friendship is but rather whether relations on facebook may be perceived 
as something different than the traditional face-to-face friendship.  
 
From community to network sociality; 4.2 
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In the following three chapters (4.2-4.4) I will primarily discuss Wittel’s24 
article ‘Towards a Network Sociality’ and relate his thoughts to my 
interviews. 
Wittel’s article has been selected because it offers an in-depth analysis of 
networking as a practice. (Wittel Andreas, Toward a Network Sociality,  
2001, p. 52) 
In addition, the problems with the network sociality are in stark similarity 
to the foregoing chapter on Bauman’s liquid modernity in the contexts of 
networking. For this reason, Wittel’s article is essential for criticising 
network mediated relations.  
 
Wittel argues that the way we have previous socialised in our community 
is on the verge of change due to the emergence of social networking. 
(Wittel, 2001, p. 51-53) 
 
He argues that the term ‘Network Sociality’ can be understood in contrast 
to ‘community’, another mode of interaction.  
“Community entails stability, coherence, embeddedness and belonging. It 
involves strong and long-lasting ties, proximity and a common history or 
narrative of the collective.” (Wittel, 2001, p. 51) 
He argues that the network sociality are founded on integration and 
disintegration, intersubjectivity and ‘liquid modernity’ (Wittel, 2001, p. 
51). 
Additionally, he states that social relations are no longer narrational but 
informational. Interaction within the network sociality is based on an 
‘exchange of data’ and ‘catching up’ as opposed to mutual history and 
experience. (Wittel, 2001, p. 51) 
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This idea of social relations as being informational is reinforced by 
Benjamin when he describes facebook friendship in the following 
manner;  
“On facebook it becomes much more about entertainment for me (…) 
[people] who gives me content in my daily life.” (Interview 2, 
Interviewee 3; 13:18-13:25) 
 
Because people such as Benjamin looks to sites like facebook for 
entertainment instead of being entertained through face-to-face 
interaction -Wittel’s remark on the change from community to network 
sociality has some merit. The social bonds in the network sociality are 
fleeting and transient. (Wittel, 2001, p. 51) 
 
Information as currency 4.2.1 
The changing social practice is evident in Benjamin’s statement regarding 
facebook friendships; 
 “What are you giving me? Is it fun? Do I like it, otherwise I do not want 
to look at it.” (Interview 2, Interviewee 3; 13:37-13:44) 
 
Wittel argues that “In a cyperspace economy, commodification of goods 
and services become secondary to the commodification of human 
relationships”. (Wittel, 2001, p. 54)  
As Benjamin regards facebook friends as a venue for entertainment the 
commodication of human relationships becomes a resource.  
 
The ‘relationship value’ illustrates, according to Wittel, a shift from 
products to client’s customers and users. (Wittel, 2001, p. 54).  
 
Lukas Valdemar Stray, 
 
 36 
This is perhaps why there is a shift where websites changes away from 
representation and into connectivity and interactivity. (Wittel, 2001, p. 
55) 
Facebook as an example is evident of this. Since it is a social network its 
users are employing it as a networking tool.  
 
Given that between the time Wittel published his article in 2001 and the 
present day in 2014, several social media has spawned with their primary 
function listed as social networking – the ability to successfully network 
is a commodity high in demand.  
 
Wittel argues that this changes the way we process news. With the 
changes from a work practice to a networking practice (Wittel, 2001, p. 
53), information or content in its own right has lost its value. When 
information is something easily accessible the information has to be 
“individualized and adapted to the needs of the user in order to be 
valuable”. (Wittel, 2001, p. 55). 
Information traffic on facebook follows a similar style.  
Since ‘News’ on facebook is largely dependant on a user’s network25, he 
may customise which news he receives by electing not to receive 
notifications from specific people (or groups). (See subchapter 1.3.4) 
 “(…) I would not delete them [people posting uninteresting news] from 
facebook, I would just delete their notifications26 (…)”  
(Interview 2, Interviewee 2; 13:48-13:53) 
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Facebook as a tool has an algorithm for sorting out irrelevant information 
so a user will only see what is assumed to be most important.   
(Facebook, 2004-2014, Zuckerberg, 
https://www.facebook.com/help/327131014036297) 
Facebook writes that it determines top stories based on the  
“number of comments, who posted the story, and what type of post it is”.   
(Facebook, 2004-2014, Zuckerberg, 
https://en-gb.facebook.com/help/327131014036297) 
It follows then, that the number of friends as well as the type of friends on 
facebook has an impact on which news one can see in his/her news feed. 
Hence – removing notifications from certain individuals serves as a filter.  
 
This fact supports Wittel’s aforementioned argument of relationships 
being informational but it also lends credit to the notion of human 
relationships being a resource. Wittel argues that personal relationships 
are valued higher because they are viewed as a valuable business 
resource. However, he argues that this is due to the fact that relationships 
has become a more viable economical resource. (Wittel, 2001, p. 54) 
 
In relation to networking through facebook Jacob argues that “We do not 
really see a fraction of a person. We only see the revaluated. Like humans 
choose to say ‘Hey, this is what I want to publish…’ (…)” (Interview 2, 
Interviewee 3; 1.04:50 - 1.05:00) 
 
The citation implies that people edit what they make public on facebook.  
Thus it makes sense that users of facebook would adopt a resource 
oriented perspective when determining how/what to post. Jacob suggests 
that people base their posts on how much they stand to gain in influence 
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with their peers by stating that; “If I have enough social output I can 
actually obtain goods”.  
 (Interview 2, Interviewee 3; 1.06.00 – 1.06.07) 
Further, the first focus group argues that friendships enables (physical) 
support like a buffer; “It is that one can count on one another. We can sit 
and talk together and practical help (…) when you have to relocate,  for 
plumbing etc.27  (…) a localised society” 
(Interview 1, Interviewee 1; 07.52 – 08:11) 
 
It follows then, that friendships has a certain ambivalence. On the one 
hand, the first focus group argues that friendship provides emotional 
support (hug, the ability to support, loyalty, love etc.) but on the other 
hand it has certain elements of a transaction. 
 
The mutuality of friendship 4.2.2 
“I think with all those words one can link to or that we have linked to 
[friendship qualities]  – you can add ‘ mutual’ and then you talk about a 
friendship. Otherwise it is simply stalking”  
(Interview 1, Interviewee 1; 05:00-05:08)  
 
However, according to Bauman, the mutuality of friendships can be 
difficult to obtain. When choosing relations, it similar to an investment. 
(Bauman, 2003, p. 13) 
 
According to focus group one, one example of a bad investment (or a bad 
friendship) is when one party in the equation of the friendship requires 
more attention than he/she is willing to give.  
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 “I have had somebody which I thought of as my friends but then it was 
all about that I had to hear how awesome their life was (…)” 
(Interview 1, Interviewee 3; 06:22-06:27)  
 
The first focus group argued that friendship provided honesty and an 
expanded social support. They argued that some issues cannot be brought 
to the family and thus friends would fill the gap to provide assistance.  
(Interview 1, Interviewee 1; 07:21-07:42)  
 
According to Bauman, this is an example of a relationship where the 
investment has stagnated in value. (Bauman, 2003, p. 13)  
It appears then that just like jobs create a monetary incentive to uphold – 
friendships provide a similar (emotional) incentive to maintain.  
 
This is readily apparent in the following citation by Jacob; 
 
“When I am having an event (…) I had to prioritise on the subject of 
friendship (…) Is it the fun type, is it the not so fun type or is it the 
important type in relation to the future… and it was always the person 
who would be important to me later [in life] who would win.”  
(Interview 2, Interviewee 1; 43:20-43:51) 
 
This idea of thinking about relations in terms of future importance is an 
idea mirrored in Bauman’s writing. He notes that it is illogical to love a 
person who will not bring any value to your emotional life. As an 
example, he calls the idiom “Love thy neighbour” illogical due to the 
reason that having any loyalty to a person who does not provide you with 
comfort is absurd. (Bauman, 2003, p. 77) 
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Following this line of thought, when Michael states that he would 
prioritise to socialise with friends over socialising with his acquaintances 
– he is  pursuing his self-interest.  
(Interview 2, Interviewee 2; 12:30-12:53) 
 
While this is not a problem in and of itself, it becomes a problem when 
both interview groups establish mutual love, loyalty and support as a core 
quality in friendship. If Bauman’s claim about the individual being 
predominantly self-sufficient has any merit, people will not commit to 
anything that is not self-serving28. (Bauman, 2003, p. 77) 
 
Facebook politeness 4.3 
 
This chapter will devote itself to investigate the notion of politeness on 
facebook. As such, it will both detail why this politeness exists in the first 
place but it will also highlight some consequences observed through my 
interviews that can be attributed to politeness. 
 
“[facebook] is a product that people deliver of themselves. (…) Can I use 
this product to something? (…) Does it entertain me? If I allow this 
product to be tied with my product, do I stand to gain anything?” 
(Interview 2, Interviewee 1; 14:30-14:53) 
 
Jacob argues that he have facebook friends that he does not want to 
interact with but that he keeps these contacts so that he may revaluate the 
relationship at a later point. (Interview 2, Interviewee 1; 14:30-15:00) 
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This ‘prudence’ regarding social relationships is an example of the 
phenomenon social networking.  
 
Wittel argues that social networking has an inherent ambivalence.  
“On the one hand the commodification of social relationships (doing a 
pitch, getting funds, finding work) is highly obvious, on the other, it is 
important to hide this commodification by creating a frame (music, 
alcohol etc.) that makes people comfortable, that suggest a somehow 
“authentic” interest in meeting people” (Wittel, 2001, p. 56) 
 
Wittel’s argument is fitting on how people go about facebook relations.  
“Facebook friends” implies something casual yet it is also telling 
regarding Wittel’s pronouncement of the duality of social relationships.  
 
I would argue that simply calling contacts ‘friendship’  on facebook even 
though a facebook friend and a ‘face-to-face’ friend has markedly 
different qualities is a marketing strategy designed to give the illusion of 
friendliness. 
 
Through my interviews, there are arguments for that people do not add 
each other based on mutual interest but rather mutual convenience. 
 
What ‘add friend’ entails 4.3.1 
 The “add friend” feature is effectively a request to be able to exchange 
information – but you do not commit to anything more than that. 
 
“Jacob; It is people you acknowledge but nothing more. 
 Michael; It is a stalker function. 
 Jacob; Yes, exactly”  
(Interview 2, Interviewee 1+2; 26:57-27:05) 
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An interesting notion is Michael’s usage of the word ‘stalking’ as a 
normal component of keeping tabs of facebook friends. The consequence 
of using ‘stalker’ instead of ‘observer’ is that it implies hostile intent. 
Although ‘stalker’ is likely used to exaggerate how people relentlessly 
update themselves on their facebook friends lives, it is nonetheless telling 
of the virtual reality that is facebook.   
 
The above dialogue would also suggest that, more often than not, a 
friendship on facebook is an enforced and mutual understood politeness. 
To add someone (or to accept a friend request) as a friend on facebook 
may then be similar to networking in the regard that ‘stalking’ and silent 
observation is considered normal behaviour.  
 
The extent of this politeness is noticeable when Amanda states that she 
accept or adds facebook friends in order to avoid awkwardness. 
(Interview 1, Interviewee 2; 41:39-41:45) 
 
Following this, facebook has/is altering two aspects of social networking 
not detailed in Wittel’s article. Firstly, people are expected to allow 
others to have access to their facebook profile if they have any connection 
in real life. Secondly, it is inferred that facebook friends are not only able 
to observe and ‘stalk’ their friends online but that this behaviour is 
assumed and (to an extent) considered appropriate. 
 
Private sphere in public space 4.3.2 
 
A direct consequence of this altered behaviour is discernible when 
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facebook users make public posts of activities (dinner, feats of travels, 
private videos etc.) despite not inviting other users to participate in said 
activities.  
 
Oliver exemplifies this by drawing on the paradox of publicising a private 
dinner but not inviting any of the numerous contacts to participate. 
(Interview 1, Interviewee 1; 47:40-47:48) 
 
The behaviour regarding private life becomes backwards. Instead of 
people attempting to hide their private lives from the public, the private 
sphere becomes exposed and publicises through facebook. (Interview 1, 
Interviewee 1+2+3; 46:50-48:00)  
 
So why does people publicise their private lives?  
According to Bauman “It is no more true that the ‘public’ is set on 
colonizing the ‘private’. The opposite is the case” (Bauman, 2003, p. 39) 
This is the case when talking about facebook users making private 
activities becoming public knowledge.  
 
Additionally, Bauman predicted that now that public space has been 
‘colonized’ by the private, the public space has become a “(…) giant 
screen on which private worries are projected without ceasing to be 
private (…)” (Bauman, 2003, p. 39-40) 
Despite speaking in metaphors, what Bauman predicted has become 
literal reality for facebook users.  
 
What is more; because these private activities are not intended to be 
events in which ‘random’ facebook friends may join their only function 
seem to be to inform the network of ones activity. As such, the display of 
Lukas Valdemar Stray, 
 
 44 
private matters on facebook can be seen as an example of how people 
maintain relationships online.  
 
However, one of the key problems with maintaining facebook friendship 
is the logistics i.e. the amount of friends which needs to be maintained. 
 
Early in the second interview (20:34) Michael explains that he was the 
one having the least amount of friends(among ten participants in a quiz)  
on facebook– and his friendship count was just under 500. However, 
considering that he later states that he “(…) would never be able to 
monitor more than (…) a number between 20 and 50 people” (Interview 
2, Interviewee 2; 56:27-56:37) there seems to be a mismatch between 
how many friends the average user can maintain on a weekly basis and 
how many friends the average user has on facebook. (Interview 2, 
Interviewee 2,; 56:18-56:40) 
 
Hence, given the numerical differences between a users contact list on 
facebook and the people he considers his friends – a facebook friend is 
ought to require less effort to maintain. This also appears to be the case 
given that Benjamin cites that in his experience it is relatively easy to 
have many facebook friends. (Interview 2; 20:15-20:22) 
 
Unwanted facebook friends 4.3.3 
Both of my interview groups has a markedly different approach to 
facebook friends and offline friends. While offline friends are supposed 
to give emotional support and are characterised by their enduring 
commitment (see above). Some facebook friends are characterised by one 
interviewee as those “One does not want to know (…) but you just do not 
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delete them [from the network].” (Interview 1, Interviewee 2; 
15:03:15:09) 
 
So why do people not delete those that they do not like, or claim that they 
do not wish to know? While Jacob argued that it is relations that he may 
value different at a future point, Oliver claims that utility is why he does 
not unfriend people he has no wish to know. 
“I may need help to move at a time. (…) I just really do not want to see 
more pictures of your porcelain (…)” (Interview 1, Interviewee 1; 14:58-
15:06) 
 
While Wittel’s claim that relationships may be likened to resources is 
both evident when my interviewee’s detail the qualities of offline friends 
and facebook friends – there is an obvious difference between what each 
relation offers. 
To clarify; offline friends are generally there to offer persistent29  
emotional support, but also physical aid with moving, plumbing etc. (see 
citations above)  
Comparatively, facebook friends are ‘kept’ (i.e. not removed from the 
network) due to a mixture of politeness, avoiding awkward situations and 
the prospect of using the connection for some future purpose. 
 
For instance Amanda claims that “there are people one is forced to be 
friends with” while Oliver says that deleting a friend on facebook makes 
one responsible for giving an explanation to the person next time he/she 
is encountered. (Interview 1, Interviewee 1+2; 31:25:31:58) 
                                                 
29
 Persistent emotional support equates loyalty and accountability as a core trait in good friendships. 
See the beginning of the first interview. 
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Hence there are a set of rules pertaining facebook friendships which may 
not be present in the offline friendship. 
 
Amanda’s statement regarding ‘forced’ friendships is directly aligned 
with Oliver’s notion of owing a deleted ‘friend’ an explanation.  
It is an interesting notion for two reasons. Firstly, the ‘forced’ friendship  
implies a lack of choice yet friendships on facebook are completely 
optional. Secondly, if any friendship is to be considered forced it implies 
that some facebook friendships are more of a bother if they do not exist – 
than if that friend is able to monitor and observe your facebook activities.  
 
What this demonstrates is that people would rather have a facebook 
friend being able to look at their (facebook) activities than being 
accountable for any chance encounter awkwardness that may ensue in the 
wake of deleting said friend. 
 
This brings another question to the fore; why would people observe 
anyone that they have nothing in common with? On another note; why 
would it upset people to be deleted off a barely known acquaintances’ 
network? 
 
Bigger network equates bigger security 4.3.4. 
 
One of the reasons facebook users do not delete contacts they do not like 
may be the loss of information.  
Garol, a co-organizer from NetProZ cited in Wittel’s article, argues the 
following; 
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 “A network is based on a key principle – the exchange of currency. 
We’re not talking about money… we’re talking about information. To me 
a phone number might be nothing, but to you having it could change your 
life and put you in my debt (…)” (Wittel, 2001, p. 57). 
 
Garol’s claim harmonises with Oliver’s statement of remaining facebook 
friends with contacts on the premise of future utility.  
 
The saying ‘it is not about what you know but who you know’ is 
applicable regarding Garol’s claim. As seen and argued for previously, 
people maintain a considerably larger network than they can reasonably 
communicate with. Further, because it is more difficult30  to remove 
people from ones network and the ease of adding new people contributes 
to a (potentially) ever growing network.  
 
 
In both interviews31 the interviewee’s comment on the absurdity of 
having a much larger amount of facebook friends than they can 
communicate with on a regular basis. Wittel argues that the reason people 
keep a big network is that it yields security. (Wittel, 2001, 57)  
 
As they delete notifications from an ‘unwanted’ friend32, but elects to 
keep the relation intact (by not deleting them) there is an assumption of 
preferences in terms of what information they would like to receive. 
Because some facebook friend’ notifications are disabled there is a 
                                                 
30
 When I talk about difficulty I mean what is considered acceptable behaviour not what is actually 
possible. 
31
 See minute 31-33 in interview 1 and minute 19-22 + 56-57 in interview 2. 
32
 See above examples. 
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difference between which facebook friends are deemed desirable and 
which are not.  
 
Further, because my interviewee’s expressed that disabling notification 
was more desirable (or less awkward) than deleting a facebook friend one 
may assume that while it is rude to deny your network the information 
you submit – it is acceptable to limit what information you are able to 
see.  
 
Deleting a friend equals a decrease in resources (or social capital; more 
on that later) whereas disabling a friend only ‘puts’ that friend on ice.  
 
As Wittel argues that social relationships equates a form a currency it 
makes sense that people would rather ‘disable’ their contacts rather than 
outright delete them. (Wittel, 2001, p. 57) 
 
The value of facebook friends 4.4 
 
In this chapter I will discuss the value of facebook friendships and 
identify various factors which has influenced how facebook users 
perceive their network. In addition, I will discuss how having a large 
network may impact facebook users’ perception of their online contacts. 
 
In Wittel’s article he uses the case of Carole Stone, a professional 
networker in order to highlight what he considers to be an indication of 
the historic transformations of sociality. (Wittel, 2001, p. 59) 
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Carole Stone defines friends as “people you can help, and people who 
can help you – whether on a business or a personal level33”. (Wittel, 
2001, p. 59). 
According to Stone then, friendships has to serve some sort of 
functionality or practical value. This idea is mirrored in my interviewee 
statements when they talk about facebook friendships; 
 
“I do think that one adds a person out of the assumption that there is a 
continual need for social contact… there is a sofa in the future which 
needs to be moved34.” (Interview 1, Interviewee 1;39-06:39:11) 
 
Another of Stone’s arguments is that friendships takes effort, skills and is 
something one can improve at. The principle is that “friendships are 
made…they don’t just happen. You have to work on it” (Wittel, 2001, p. 
59) 
 
While my interviewee’s agreed that friendships requires commitment, 
they did not see this as something which was required when it comes to 
facebook friendship. Benjamin argued that facebook friendships are 
relatively easy to obtain whereas Jacob noted that facebook friends is not 
how many people you are friends with but who you potentially can 
communicate with.  
(Interview 2, Interviewee, 1+3; 20:14-21:22) 
   
As such, there is a discrepancy between what Stone labels as friends and 
what my focus groups denotes as friends.  
                                                 
33
 Carole Stone’s book “The art of making Friends” (2000) may be consulted for additional 
information regarding her ideas on friendships.   
34
 The Sofa metaphor is continually used throughout interview 1 to designate when a person needs 
another to do something for him/her. 
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Stone states that she has 14000 friends, and that one of the principles of 
keeping friends is ‘keeping track of them’. Keeping track entails checking 
up on them, engaging in successful small talk, remembering birthdays 
etc. Wittel argues, that in order to keep track of 14000 friends, she 
(Stone) must have a database. (Wittel, 2001, p. 60) 
 
Comparatively, my interview groups talk more about disabling 
notifications from facebook friends than a desire to keep track of what 
their facebook friends are doing.  
 
This may suggest that facebook friends are of such a quantity that no (or 
little) ‘maintenance’ is required because their ‘currency’ is inflated or 
easily replaced. Secondly, there is an argument that maintenance of 
friendships on facebook is an individual task (through observation) rather 
than a joint task (through communication). 
 
Interestingly, Jacob points out that as long as he does not incriminate 
himself, he remains a number on other people’s profile and thus not 
subjected to deletion. He cites that he has “no responsibility” for 
maintaining a friendship.  (Interview 2, Interviewee 1; 120:19-120:34) 
This is directly opposite Stone’s claim that friendships need maintenance. 
However, it is plausible (if not highly likely) that Stone and Jacob’s 
definition of friends differ.  
 
Facebook as a database 4.4.1 
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Bauman’s notion of a database as “(…) an instrument of separation, 
selection and exclusion.”35 (Wittel, 2001, p. 60) is true when talking 
about facebook 
Facebook remembers birthdays and anniversaries while keeping track of 
which groups a given friend is following. According to Stone, such tools 
are necessary for a database. (Wittel, 2001, p. 59) 
 
That databases as a tool enables one to more efficiently get in touch with 
social contacts is self-evident. This is both supported by aforementioned 
theory but it can also be observed the emergence of social networking 
sites. 
(Wittel, 2001, p. 55-64)  
  
In addition, Jacob acknowledges that while facebook friends “do not 
matter to [him]”, he still finds facebook useful in terms of communicating 
as it is more user friendly than texting.  
(Interview 2, Interviewee 1; 1.23:20-1.23:22 + 1.28.10-1.29:30) 
 
Does facebook increase social interaction? 4.4.2 
 
A theory made by Knorr-Cetina (2000) is that of de-socialization. It 
proposes that socialisation is in a state of retraction and that the 
community life is disintegrating. (Wittel, 2001, p. 64) 
 
While Wittel concurs with the disintegration of community he argues 
against the retraction of social life.  He argues that ‘Network Sociality’ is 
an infringement upon the then-current community life. In opposition to 
                                                 
35
 The consequences of databases within the social network known as facebook will be dealt with in 
separate chapters (see chapter 4 and chapter 5). 
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Knorr-Cetina, he argues that Stone's case would imply an increase of 
social interaction (at least in quantity). (Wittel, 2001, p. 64) 
 
Arguably, people know (or are at least aware of having) more contacts 
than before the emergence of the social networking sites but an increase 
in quantity does not necessitate an increase in social interaction.  
This is based on the argument that my interviewee’s did not see 
communication as necessary for maintaining the relation. 
(Interview 2; 1.20, 1.22) 
 
As Wittel argues that the ‘Network Sociality’ affects social interaction 
this change from communication to observation is a key difference when 
talking about maintaining friendships. Additionally, my interviewee’s 
notions of facebook friends is contrary36 to Stone’s belief of friendships 
requiring an effort. (Wittel, 2001, p. 59-61)  
 
Wittel “(…) suggests a shift away from regimes of sociality in closed 
social systems and towards regimes of sociality in open social systems”. 
(Wittel, 2001, p. 64). However, are people using facebook more social? 
Or are they simply able to be social with more people? 
 
Constant availability 4.4.3 
 
“Well you are in India, but you (…) are still on the internet (…) so give 
me this information anyway. Where he answered ‘yeah…I may sit in 
India and I do not want to do this – but (…) you can contact me anyway’”  
(Interview 2, Interviewee 1; 1.30:10-1.30:33) 
 
                                                 
36
 See earlier chapter. 
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On facebook, as opposed to a phone, people are never unable to receive 
information (due to the internet) – even when in another country37. Thus, 
geographical barriers are no longer a valid excuse for not being able to 
communicate. Moreover, facebook makes people aware if the message 
has been received. Thus hiding behind a ‘veil of ignorance’ is difficult.  
 
According to Jacob and Michael, this changes how people interact as 
people can no longer be unavailable when being asked for a favour (or 
opinion).  
Michael argues that this expectance of being constantly available is a 
breach upon a person’s freedom38.  
 
“(…) It is more difficult to say no. (…)  the guy in India… Principally, he 
can just answer that it is no problem for him [when asked for a favour]. 
In reality, it is some sort of breach of a barrier he has… with him 
wanting to have his free time and so on. (…) One’s own planning is more 
difficult.” 
(Interview 2, Interviewee 2; 1.31:08-1.31:35) 
 
The aspect of planning is also a subject which Wittel introduces in his 
article. He argues that a large network would mean that a person would 
 “(…) constantly has to renew, refresh and revalue existing contacts 
(…)” (Wittel, 2001, p. 66)  
Hence, while a bigger network means more security - it may also mean 
more maintenance. Since Oliver mentions having friendships based on 
‘that sofa you need moved in the future’ and Jacob argues that he may 
                                                 
37
 in fact facebook lets you know when a contact has received a message. 
38
 This may be an interesting topic for a different thesis.  
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revaluate a contact at a future time – the idea of connections equating 
security is interesting.  
 
Facebook as an enabler of communication 4.4.4 
 
In a study, as many as 80% of participants reported that they use social 
networks to “Keep in contact with peers from their offline lives, either to 
make plans with friends that they see often or to keep in touch with 
friends they rarely see (…)” 
(Subrahmanyam, Reich,  Espinoza, Online and offline social networks: 
Use of social networking sites by emerging adults39, 1.1.1, 2008) 
 
Albeit my interviewee’s reported that they use friendship for 
communicative purposes (see interview 2; 1:29-1:31), they stated that 
they did not use facebook to ‘keep’ in contact with their friends. An 
example may be found in the following; 
“I throw a link up on your wall because I think it interesting for you - not 
to maintain your friendship. Whereas if I call you (…) This is something I 
do because I think it is interesting to talk about my life with you. 
(Interview 2, Interviewee 2; 1.13:51-1.14:23) 
 
Although my interviewee’s did not cite facebook interaction as important 
for maintaining a relationship, Jacob’s example with his friend in India 
illustrates that just by being connected through facebook – people are 
able to communicate to members regardless of physical boundaries. Just 
because my interviewee’s did not cite facebook as an enabler for their 
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 Hereafter referred to as Subrahmanyam et al.  
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network  facebook as a tool still makes transcontinental interaction 
possible.  
 
Thus – the question is perhaps not whether my interviewee’s can use 
facebook to maintain their facebook friendships but rather whether they 
choose to do so.  
 
In addition, there is also an inconsistency between my interviewee’s general disregard 
for their facebook friends yet they all elect to maintain a reasonably larger amount of 
friends than they can possibly interact with. While this is inconsistent with Wittel’s 
claim of that larger network equates more maintenance it supports the previous notion 
that because achieving a large network is easier, the value of each individual member 
on a network has decreased. (See previous subcapters of 4.4) 
The lack of curiosity 4.4.5 
According to Wittel, the ‘Network sociality’ makes relations more 
ephemeral and intense.  
If the case is that people are more apt to favour short-lived relationships 
due to the new societal focus on change, mobility and fluidity. It follows 
that relations are more fleeting in nature. (Wittel, 2001, p. 66) 
It is sensible to assume that some relations would be more ephemeral if 
the average network size of any given individual has increased40. While 
simple mathematics (more friends = less time for each singular friend) 
argue that this gives us less time to maintain a single relation – the 
‘efficiency’ which facebook gives its users in terms of observing their 
network makes the curiosity of estranged relations disappear. 
                                                 
40
 See minute 19-22 in interview 2 
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“If 10 years has passed and you have not seen each other (…) it might be 
nice to run into each other – like ‘wow where did you come from?’ – then 
it would exciting to small talk… but when you see this person in the train 
and 5 years has passed since you last saw each other but on the other 
hand you have seen pictures of his baby not more than two hours ago. 
Then maybe one starts to care less.” 
(Interview 1, Interviewee 1; 53:59-54:20) 
Contrary to Wittel’s argument that people seek to network with as many 
people as possible, my research would suggest the opposite. Namely that 
due to being exposed to people’s lives on facebook their news value is 
decreased in value. (Wittel, 2001, p. 66) 
(Interview 1; Interviewee 1; 54:20-55.04) 
That being said, Wittel’s argument of people seeking networking 
opportunity is not excluded just because remote relations are less 
interesting. 
From a networking perspective, there is still an argument that people 
would network despite the lack of curiosity simply because of the 
benefits of having a large network.  
An argument for this is that if people like Oliver are already aware of a 
remote relations activities – it implies that he/she has been at least 
observing them. Hence, Wittel’s assumption of an increased focus on 
networking is mirrored in my interviews. (Wittel, 2001, p. 66-67)  
However, an important aspect of networking is that due to the sheer 
amount of information people observe on each other’s profiles the 
curiosity of actively inquiring about other people’s lives has decreased. 
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The assumption is that because facebook users can more easily monitor 
his/her network through observation, the need to ‘catch up’ is 
disappearing. 
In the light of this insight, it could be interesting to see whether the 
alteration in relationship maintenance has an impact on people’s desire 
for establishing new relationships.  
 
Active vs. passive networking on facebook 4.4.6 
 
While Wittel argues that the network sociality is marked by a focus on 
actively networking; i.e. going to an event in order to increase ones 
network – the opposite is true for facebook. (Wittel, 2001, p. 66) 
Oliver states that “(…) f you sit on facebook and there suddenly is a cute 
girl tagged on a picture with one of your friends (…) then you cannot 
write to her” (Interview 1, Interviewee 1; 50:03-50.11) 
 
Conversely, Oliver acknowledges that this is limited to interaction on 
facebook whereas it is considered acceptable to approach friend of friends 
in offline interaction. As such, it appears that despite the site being 
labelled as a place where ‘stalking’ and silent observation is considered 
acceptable – it is not okay to contact people (unless for formal purposes) 
which are not your friends on facebook.    
 
One may argue that the reason for this ‘rule’ endorsement is that people 
principally uses facebook chat when talking to offline friends. 
(Interview 1; 15:56-16:07) 
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Hence, facebook interaction (private messeging) seems predominantly 
restricted to people whom one interacts with in an offline environment.  
 
If we compare this knowledge to Wittel’s case of Stone – facebook 
‘networking’ is different from the networking events which existed prior 
to facebook and other social networking sites emergence. 
 
Wittel argues that people who go to networking events reduces social 
contacts to business friends. This is similar to facebook friends being 
reduced to a ‘stalker function’ (see above) but the difference is whether 
and how people actively participate. (Wittel, 2001, p. 66-67) 
In networking events – people actively attempts to insinuate themselves  
 
into the consciousness of other networkers. Conversely, facebook users 
actively tries to filter out their networking opportunities when they elect 
to disable notification. This suggests a data overflow which is something 
I will discuss in my perspective chapter. 
 
The connectivity between facebook and offline life 4.4.7 
 
The argument that the offline and online life worlds are connected can be 
seen through my interviewee’s statements of using facebook as a tool to 
mass communicate with friends. Secondly, their adherence to “staying” 
friends with people they think are boring/annoying is also a sign that my 
interviewee’s regard the facebook medium as not being a separate reality. 
(See earlier chapter 4.3) 
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The claim that the ‘virtual’ world is not a separate identity is a notion 
shared by Wittel. He argues that the two realities (offline and online) are 
not separate realities because people react to online activities like chatting 
as they would conversation. (Wittel, 2001, p. 62-63)  
Having said that, he argues that some aspects of the virtual 
communication  is different from its offline counterpart.  
 
According to McKenna et al. there are various factors which changes how 
interaction is mediated. For one, due to the increase in anonymity, hiding 
ones identity is easier on the internet. Secondly, they argue that the 
physical distance is not a deterrent in finding social relations. The 
influence of physical appearance and the social cues associated with said 
appearance is also of less importance on the internet compared to real life 
interaction. Finally, the aspect of time is altered when social interaction 
happens on the internet because instantaneous response is not required.  
(McKenna, Katelyn Y. A. and John A. Bargh, Plan 9 From Cyberspace: 
The Implications of the Internet for Personality and Social Psychology, 
2000, p. 60) 
 
My interviewee’s regarded all three factors, to a varied degree, as 
something which was visible to them as facebook users.  
Jacob argues that “(…) the concept of being an individual disappears (…) 
when you are on facebook” 
(Interview 2, Interviewee 1; 14:19-14:27) 
Regarding McKenna et al’s second point, Jacob states the feeling of being 
physically removed from people is slowly disappearing.  
(Interview 2, Interviewee 2; 1.46:00-1.47:00) 
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As to their last point; given how maintaining facebook friends seems to 
function on an observational level more often than an interactive level it 
would appear that how one appears in real life when communicating 
through a medium such as facebook is of less importance.  
 
One can hazard a guess that how internet and offline social interaction 
differs is of some importance when ascertaining the quality of friendships 
online. Because chatting on facebook is predominantly reserved for 
people who consider each other friends in an offline capacity – 
interaction online may infer a closer connection than simple observation.  
 
Because there are contrasting opinions on the exact nature of how the 
offline and online world are connected it is sensible to assume that there 
also exists different definitions of friendships. The latter is what the next 
chapter is devoted to.  
 
The representation of actual friends on facebook 4.5. 
 
While the last chapter was devoted to ascertaining the value of friends on 
facebook and discussing how users were influenced by the influx of a 
larger network – this chapter will go a step further and discuss how online 
friendship are perceived.  
 
As a consequence of massive online social networks is the ambiguity 
regarding what a ‘friend’ constitutes within the sphere of social 
networking. According to Zinoviev and Duong in the article “Towards 
Understanding Friendship in Online Social Networks”, the validity of the 
term ‘friendship’ is ambiguous. One of the arguments is that people 
seeking friendship in social medias do it for a variety of reasons. While 
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some people connect to others out of a sincere wish to establish 
friendship others keep social relations online due to the inability to say no 
or due to the wish of expanding popularity41. (Zinoviev Dmitry & Duong 
Vy, Towards Understanding Friendship in Online Social Networks, 2009, 
p. 2) 
 
To what extent friendships are represented in social networks such as 
facebook? 
Zinoviev and Duong found that in a sample made on a Russian social 
network site only 25% of the users on the participants contact list were 
considered friends. This is consistent with my interview subjects and their 
facebook friends as exemplified by Amanda; 
 
“(…) at RUC42 there are many that I do not talk with but who has added 
me which I would not decline. Because I know I will see the person...” 
(Interview 1, Interviewee 2; 42:01-42:10) 
 
A different study on examining the rules of friendships within facebook 
suggest a similar finding. 
“Facebook network consisted of various forms of friendships. Indeed, 
participants labelled close friends as the small number of individuals 
whom they considered very close or best friends (…) acquaintances were 
described as the extremely large number of random of people whom 
participants had met once or twice offline”  
 
(The rules of Facebook friendship: A two-stage examination of 
interaction rules in close, casual, and acquaintance friendships, Erin M. 
Bryant and Jennifer Marmo, 2012, p. 1018) 
 
                                                 
41
 The inability to say no is also apparent in my interviews.  
42
 Roskilde University.  
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It is noteworthy that they describe close friends (those labelled as the 
smallest group on facebook) as involving “(…) high levels of interaction 
self-disclosure, intimacy, involvement, and interdependence.” (Bryant & 
Marmo, p. 1016)  
Casual friends, on the other hand,  are labelled as people who have not 
yet attained a level of intimacy, closeness and mutual bond observed in 
close friendships. (Bryant & Marmo, 2012, p. 1016) 
 
Further, Sophia said that her friends needed to be people that could ‘give 
her something’43 and that she could give something in return.  
(Interview 1, Interviewee 1+3;4:54-5:26) 
 
Regarding casual friends, Bryant and Marmo argues that these type of 
friendships, while superficial, “(…) serve an important role in the 
accumulation of social capital44 and are therefore beneficial to maintain” 
(Bryant and Marmo, 2012, p. 1016) 
 
The fact that they are beneficial to maintain is perhaps why the 
interviewee’s for my thesis show reluctance towards outright deletion of a 
friend on facebook and instead opting to just disable notification. 
  
Validity of online friendship 4.5.1 
 
The prospect of keeping a friend primarily due to future benefits (and/or 
to decrease future awkwardness) is, according to Fróding and Peterson, 
why online friendships are less valuable than their offline counterpart. 
Their study is based upon an Aristotelian perspective which claims that 
                                                 
43
 My personal interpretation is that the ‘something’, Sophia wants her friends to give is mutual 
emotional support and not a material / financial support. 
44
 Social capital will be elaborated on in a chapter later in the thesis. 
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“(…) friendship (philia) is key to human happiness. He claims that for 
any human to be happy she needs friends and other people close to her.” 
(Froding Barbro & Peterson Martin, Why virtual friendship is no genuine 
friendship, 2012,  p. 202) 
Further, they argue that the highest form of friendship is recognised by 
both partners and that those partners are “(…) adults of equal standing” 
(Fróding and Peterson, p. 202) 
 
Fróding and Peterson describes three kind of friendships according to 
Aristotle’s perspective, one of mutual admiration, one of mutual pleasure 
and one of mutual advantage. They argue that one of mutual admiration is 
of superior quality compared to a friendship based on pleasure or 
advantage. (Fróding and Peterson, p. 203) 
 
The idea proposed by Fróding and Peterson claim censorship disrupt the 
ability to form genuine friendships as understood from an Aristotelian 
perspective. Censorship is something they believe is inherent in social 
medias. 
“Arguably, agents sometimes withhold what they perceive as less than 
 perfect character traits in themselves when given the practical reason to 
do so. This is problematic as this opens the door to pre-mediated 
censorship (…)”.(Fróding and Peterson, p. 204) 
 
An example of self-censorship is evident in Benjamin’s statement when 
he is talking about editing out part of his personality that he finds 
incompatible with (some) people who may see his updates. (Interview 2, 
Interviewee 3; 31:30-32:20) 
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Fróding and Peterson argue that self-censorship is easier to manage in 
internet friendships as opposed to offline friendships. This supposition 
can be supported if it is easier to read another person’s emotional stance 
while speaking face to face. (Fróding and Peterson, 2012, p. 205) 
This argument can be supported by Wittel’s assertion that  
“(…)any online communications lacks a common and mutual perception 
of the context.” (Wittel, 2001, p. 63)  
 
One can argue that the lack of mutual perception makes it easier to be 
untruthful in dealings over the internet. This arguments is visible in 
Fróding and Peterson’s article. (Fróding and Peterson, 2012, p. 205) 
 
As a side note; Fróding and Peterson’s claim is also consistent with Jacob 
and Michael’s postulate that facebook profiles does not equate the ‘core’ 
personality of the user. (Interview 2; 14:20-15:30) 
 
 
The quality of facebook friendship 4.5.2 
 
If the case is that friendships are more apt to be censored in online 
dealings it is feasible that social networks such as facebook may in a 
general sense have only a lesser percentage of close friendships. More 
importantly, however, is that the quality of those friendships are 
decreased due to the barriers set up by the lack of face-to-face 
communication.  
 
In their definition, friendships online are arguably predominantly (if not 
only) one of mutual advantage. (Fróding and Peterson, 2012, p. 201 ) 
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Comparatively, Bryant and Marmo asserts only that casual friends and 
acquaintances are more abundant than close friendships – not that close 
friendships may not exist online. (Bryant & Marmo, p. 1016) 
 
In comparison, my second interview group divided facebook friends into 
three categories; ignore, observe and interact. 
“First [level] is where you hide them, Second [level] is where you 
actually read [their statuses] and third [level] are those you write to” 
(Interview 2, Interviewee 1; 26:15-26:24) 
 
Michael argued further that facebook friends who you have only met 
once or twice with but still interact with on facebook represents “the best 
friend you can get [on facebook]” but that they still are still consider as 
“(…) the lowest level of friends in real life (…)”. (Interview 1, 
Interviewee 2; 26:43-26:52)  
To clarify; whether you interact online and offline or only interact online 
does make a difference. This lends some credit to Fróding and Peterson’s 
argument that offline interaction is key for a friendship to function. 
 
 
Because the first two group categories are comprised of facebook users 
one does not interact with the second condition of friendship according to 
the Aristotelian theory is not possible. (Fróding and Peterson, 2012, p. 
204) 
 
Those who do interact in an offline capacity and those who interact 
exclusively on facebook would both fall into the third category. However, 
my interviewee’s do not chat with (and did not indicate that they added) 
people they have not met offline.  
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This is reinforced by Oliver when he details that chatting with ‘friends of 
friends’ on facebook as inappropriate.  
(Interview 1; Interviewee 1; 50:03-50:20) 
 
Lastly, one may argue that conversation (be it through chat or face-to-
face) is related to only the closest of friendships and that the majority of a 
users’ network is not communicated with. Hence, there is an accord 
between the statements of my interviewee and the experts cited 
throughout this chapter that the people who may be considered ‘real’ 
friends on facebook is a definite minority.  
 
Facebook rules and social capital 4.6 
 
While Facebook as an example of social networking represents the 
various traits associated with the ‘Network Sociality’ it is also a place 
which enables social benefits. Previously, it has been argued for that 
friendships in social networks are not of a similar quality to their offline 
counterparts.  However, a research paper entitled ‘The Benefits of 
facebook “Friends:” Social Capital and College Students ‘ Use of Social 
Network Sites’ argues that having a large network in social networks 
such as facebook can still be beneficial.   
Having previously discussed the possibility of treating a social network as 
a place where resource may be gained the theory of social capital expands 
on that notion.  
 
Additionally, this chapter will be supported by Bryant and Marmo’s 
article on facebook rules (introduced in the previous chapter) as their 
research’s demonstration of how facebook users’ adhere to social codes 
compliments the theory of social capital.   
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Social Capital – the benefit of using facebook? 4.6.1 
“Social capital broadly refers to the resources accumulated through the 
relationships among people”  
(‘The Benefits of facebook “Friends:” Social Capital and College 
Students ‘ Use of Social Network Sites’, Ellison Nicole, Steinfield 
Charles & Lampe Cliff, 2007, p. 114545) 
 
As social capital is generally used positively such as increasing 
commitment to community and the ability to mobilize social events it may 
also be used negatively, however it is generally seen as a “positive effect 
of interaction among participants in a social network” (Ellison et al. p. 
114546) 
 
Social capital  can roughly be divided into two types. Bonding social 
capital (strong-ties) and bridging social capital (weak-ties). Bonding 
refers to close relationships such as people who can be relied on in terms 
of emotional support. Members who boost a subjects bonding social 
capital are said to share intimacy. (Ellison et al. 2007, p. 1146.) 
 
One example of bonding social capital is security; 
 Sophia; “People who are reliable” 
 Amanda; “Yeah… and who you feel safe with” 
Sophia; “…And you can be yourself with” 
Amanda; “Yes. Exactly.” 
(Interview 1, Interviewee 2+3, 01:31-01:43) 
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Bridging social capital i.e. ‘weak-tie’ relationships has similar traits to 
what constitutes ‘acquaintance relationship’ in Bryant and Marmo’s 
definition – namely people who knows one another but lack a mutual 
emotional intimacy. (Bryant & Marmo, p. 1016-1017) 
 
Because bridging social capital is essentially connections removed from 
the primary social circle, it bridging social capital accounts for any 
connection on or off facebook which is not considered intimate.  
People add such facebook contacts for a variety of reasons.  
Amanda stated  “it can be anything” where Oliver noted that “there is 
something which (…) potentially can create a need to have some sort of 
connection”. 
(Interview 1, Interviewee 1+2; 38:06-38:08, 39:12-39:23)  
The favour or help from an acquaintance seems as good a reason as any 
to keep a large network on facebook . However, it raises an important 
question; why do people need a network of 500 people? Moreover, when 
is the network large enough?  
It is clear from the interviewee’s that the number of facebook friends is 
only increasing. This is given that they state that they ‘disable’ 
notifications but feel obliged to add (or at least accept a friend request 
from) anyone whom they have met offline be it once, twice or a hundred 
times. (Interview 2; 1.07-1.08) 
An answer to the network size is perhaps found in Wittel regarding the 
nature of today’s databases.  
“(…) databases do not have a narrative any longer: no beginning, no end, 
no storyline, no hierarchy. (…) databases grow: they are never complete. 
(Wittel, 2001, p. 60) 
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All the while, facebook keeps track of what your friends are doing (in 
case you want to find out). Since interaction between facebook friends is 
not obligatory, keeping track does not require the ability to orchestrate a 
monthly event inviting a percentage of your network. There is no need to 
‘keep in touch’ as with the Stone case.   
 
Does facebook increase or hinder interaction between users? 4.6.2 
 
McKenna et al. argues that “A sizeable majority of those who send e-mail 
messages to relatives say that it increases the level of communication47 
between family members(…).”  
 (The Internet and Social Life, McKenna, Bargh John, Katelyn Y, 2004, 
p. 581)  
Facebook friendships does not necessitate messaging but does it still 
increase the level of communication?  
Jacob argues that in the case with his mother who has been sick and 
therefore unable to keep up with social relations – her being on facebook 
enables her to ‘keep up’ with her (or her son’s network). 
“That she has a facebook profile means that she can keep up (…) My 
mother can participate in conversations because she is up to date” via. 
Facebook. 
(Interview 2, Interviewee 1; 1.45:00-1.45:13) 
 
Nie (In McKenna et al.) argues, however, that time spent on the internet 
would result in less time spending with family, friends and neighbour. 
(McKenna et al. 2004, p. 581) 
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Provided that people use facebook to observe their numerous friends 
there is some truth to Nie’s argument. That being said, his argument’s 
strength is relying on how much time people use facebook to maintain 
their extended network. Because my interviewee’s reported that they did 
not actively communicate (i.e. chat) with friends/family they did not feel 
close to, it can be argued that a facebook user still spent time the same 
amount of time with family and friends except that they use a different 
medium.  
 
That being said, his claim may be investigated through a second interview 
which has a focus on the ‘extended’ (i.e. those who are not close 
friends/family) network and how people relate/maintain the network they 
do not consider as close friends/family. 
 
Efficient maintenance through facebook 4.6.3 
 
Having more interaction with family members and friends is arguably 
something that results in social capital according to the aforementioned 
definition. This is supported by Ellison et al. In their journal they argue 
that internet access improves the formation of relationships. Additionally 
it is hypothesised that ‘weak-ties’ or bridging social capital are much 
easier maintained and created through social network usage48.  
(Ellison et al. 2007 p. 1146; Interview 2; 1:44.00-1:49.00) 
 
The effect on bridging social capital is perhaps not as surprising given 
that people like the aforementioned Carole Stone (see chapter 4.4) 
allegedly can manage 14000 friends. The easier accessibility is one of the 
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reasons as to why facebook and other similar constructs makes it easier to 
maintain friendships (Ellison et al. 2007, p. 1146) 
 
My interviewee’s stated that facebook would enable them to establish 
common ground with relations faster. (Interview 1, Interviewee (1)3; 
55:19-55:29) 
 
In addition, formerly close ties achieved at an earlier point in life (e.g. 
high school friends when one has moved to college) is made easier 
through the use of facebook. 
“The fact that nearly all Facebook users include their high school name 
in their profile (96%) suggest that maintaining connections to former 
high school classmates is a strong motivation for using Facebook”.  
(Ellison et al. 2007, p. 1153) 
 
Ellison et al.’s data is not without merit. While subchapter 4.4.3 
established that facebook users’ expect their network to be available 
constantly, the dissolution of physical barriers may also enable people to 
stay in contact despite being geographically removed from each other.  
(Interview 2; 1.46:10-1.46:40) 
Moreover, since such behaviour may even be expected – it may be easier 
to establish and maintain such a relation through facebook. 
 
 
Thus what would formerly49 be considered a loss of social resources can 
be maintained through facebook by keeping in touch with an estranged 
friend or colleague. This enables users to maintain social capital as the 
relation does not disappear. (Ellison et al. 2007, p. 1148) 
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The facebook image 4.6.4 
 
As noted previously, knowing the right kind of people is considered to be 
a boost in social capital. For that reason, it is sensible that some of the 
rule endorsement questions that received a higher level of agreement 
amongst participants in Bryant and Marmo’s study has to do with being 
polite towards other relations. This could indicate why statements such as 
“I should consider how a post might negatively impact this person’s 
relationships.” (Bryant and Marmo, p. 1025) has a high (5.46) level of 
agreeableness.  
However, if my interviews are any indication people are also aware of 
their own reputation whilst using facebook. Benjamin stated that; 
“Facebook is also definitely a place where I censor myself. Because I 
have (…) a large family of which many are Americans and Christians.  
(Interview 2, Interviewee 3; 31:48-31:56) 
Additionally, Michael remarked that  
“(…) Obviously I would not go on and add Daniel Carlsen50 (…) I would 
never add him even though I had met him 100 times. (…) It has something 
to do with me not wanted to be associated as a friend of his...”  
(Interview 2, Interviewee 2;1.10:39-1.11:21) 
Hence it appears that there are some rules that guides behaviour on 
facebook which concerns itself with the users reputation.  
However, on several occasions I remarked that my participants regarded 
the majority of their network with apathy or indifference. 
An example can be found in interview 2 where Michael says that 
“facebook friends it is a mixture of either indifference or distant interest. 
There does not need to be a special reason for me to add anyone.51” 
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(Interview 2, Interviewee 2;1.10:13-1.10:32)  
Similarly, my first interview group remarked on the rules regarding 
adding people as something you are expected or even forced to do. (see 
chapter 4.3) 
Hence it appears that while my interviewee’s may regard parts of their 
network with indifference or distant interest or even outright dislike – 
they are unwilling to compromise their facebook image. This argument is 
also consistent with Bryant and Marmo’s rules regarding self-
consequence as they all received a high mean score regardless of the type 
of relation “(…) suggesting they might be universal rules of Facebook 
behavior in all friendships (…)” 
(Bryant and Marmo, 2012, p. 1029) 
 
Facebook rules 4.6.5 
One of the conclusions in the research made by Bryant and Marmo 
suggests that; 
”Facebook users who consider how their posts will affect their friends 
and adhere to rules (e.g., being positive, protecting each other’s image, 
and reciprocating communication) can sustain their relationship by 
avoiding the relational stress that would occur if these rules were 
broken” 
 (Bryant and Marmo, p. 1029) 
 
The above quote demonstrates that people adhere to the rules proposed by 
Bryant and Marmo both because it is effective in managing their existing 
social capital but also because not doing so will result in relational stress. 
This would suggest that there is a correlation between how social contacts 
are managed within the online sphere compared to the offline.  
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An example of ‘relational stress’ is when Amanda argues that deleting a 
relation off facebook may result in a future confrontation with the 
individual. (See chapter 4.3) 
 
Another part of their study included how different types of relationships 
differed in their response regarding adhering to the rules which was 
proposed.  
For instance, in terms of communication, closer friends were more likely 
to use multiple forms of facebook communication with each other 
compared to acquaintances. (Bryant and Marmo, 2012, p. 1030) 
It is suggested that this is because of acquaintances usually lacking the 
intimacy observed in closer friendship – a claim also supported by my 
interviews. (Bryant and Marmo, 2012, p. 1030) 
 
 
 
Through the action of dividing people into groups which are either 
ignored, observed or interacted with my interviews demonstrated a 
similar perspective regarding the relation being level of intimacy and 
whch communication channels should be used. (see chapter 4.5.2)  
 
As a side note, Sophia argues that “(…) it is slightly more informal to 
chat (…) than writing a lot of texts”.  
(Interview 1, Interviewee 3; 55:37-55:41)  
It seems that, in addition to the division of either ignoring, observing and 
interacting with people on facebook, Sophia raises an interesting point of 
arguing that facebook’s chat system is inferior to texting.  
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Additionally, Ellison et al. argued that people on an acquaintances level 
with each other may prefer to “(…) passively maintain the relationship to 
a point where social capital benefits may accrue (…)”. 
 (Bryant and Marmo, p. 1030, quoting Ellision et al. 2007)  
To ’passively maintain a relationship’ is markedly similar to maintaining 
a relation through observation. (See earlier chapters) 
 
Dishonesty as a disincentive for social bonding capital 4.6.6 
 
Regarding rules of deception and control, acquaintances reported the 
most endorsement. This is explained by the fact that close friends do not 
expect their close friends to be dishonest (Bryant and Marmo. p. 1030) 
 
"It is one’s good friends who can sit down and look into your eyes and 
tell something you would rather not hear but is necessary…” 
 (Interview 1, Interviewee 3; 07:14-07:21) 
This correlates with Fróding and Peterson’s notion of pre-mediated 
censorship as a component which dissuades close friendships.  
 
This is supported by their notion that “Genuine love and admiration 
requires honesty” (Fróding and Peterson, p. 205). Additonally, they argue 
that “(…) increased opportunities to withhold or distort information is in 
fact an element intrinsic to online life(…)” (Fróding and Peterson, p. 205) 
 
If the traits of dishonesty and concealment predominantly resides online 
then the reason for the lack of growth in facebook users’ social bonding 
capital might have to due with censorship and dishonesty. This is also 
alluded to in Fróding and Peterson’s research.  
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The poor gets richer while the rich stay the same 4.6.7 
 
Ellison et al. hypothesises that facebook is a “poor gets richer” scheme. 
They argue that increased usage of facebook benefits people reporting 
low satisfaction and low self-esteem more than it benefits people 
reporting high satisfaction and high self-esteem. (Ellison et al. 2007, p. 
1163) 
 
Thus there may be a claim that facebook’s primary usage is to maintain 
weak-tie relations as opposed to maintaining closer friendships.  
 
One support for the claim is that close friends endorse the rules of using 
multiple forms of communication to a larger extent than do 
acquaintances. (Bryant and Marmo, p. 1030) 
 
Another argument is that; “Facebook might make it easier to convert 
latent ties into weak-ties, in that the site provides personal information 
about others (…)” (Ellison et al. p. 1162) 
This in turn enables students to see latent ties and their perceived 
usefulness – increasing the motivation for initialising contact.  
In relation to my interviews, Sophia was of a similar disposition; 
“I think it make some things slightly easier in the new friendships (…) 
easier as in ‘hey you also like this…’” (Interview 1, Interviewee 3; 54:44-
54:53) 
 
Following this, it seems reasonable to suggest that increasing exposure to 
possible acquaintances or casual friendships may net an increase in social 
bridging capital – which is also what was found in the Ellison et al’s 
study. 
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This idea is also mirrored in my interview; 
“Amanda; You have been growing up where you get to know more and 
more people so it is so much easier to meet more people (…) and then 
you choose not to see some of them. Because you cannot see all at once.
  
Me; “So… the bigger network you have, the more opportunity? 
Amanda; “Then you can choose who to hang out with.” 
(Interview 1; 12:54-13:12) 
 
Can facebook be used to maintain close friends? 4.6.8 
 
Interestingly, while an increase in facebook usage on average meant an 
increase in social bridging capital, the same correlation was not found in 
social bonding capital. (Ellison et al. 2007, p. 1163) 
 
An argument can be found in the disparity between the average amount of 
friend a user has and the amount he can actively keep track of.  
(Interview 2, Interviewee 2; 56:16-56:37) 
It may indicate that despite having a bigger network we only have time to 
maintain a certain amount of close friendships. Comparatively, the 
relations which provides “social bridging capital” i.e. casual friends or 
acquaintances’ are not equally demanding in terms of how much 
effort/time they require to maintain52.  
 
To this end, Fróding and Peterson’s hypothesis that ‘facebook friends are 
not genuine friends53 may have merit – to an extent. Seeing as weak-tie 
friendships does not equate close intimacy they may also be less likely to 
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fall under the category of “mutual admiration” which lists the most 
superior form of friendship between people according to the Aristotelian 
perspective on friendship. 
 
Hence; the tacit argument is that while we can have numerous casual 
friends and acquaintances we only have time to maintain a fixed amount 
of closer friends. Given the aforementioned knowledge that facebook 
friends are easy to maintain and perhaps equally easy to acquire – social 
bridging capital can grow exponentially while social bonding capital 
stays on the same level. 
 
Why using the internet to sustain relations is important 4.6.9 
 
That weak-tie friendships are more prominent on facebook has perhaps 
something to do with the mode of communication. McKenna et al. and 
argues that behaviour is more self-regulated and less socially regulated. 
(McKenna et al. 2004, p. 578) 
This supports the notion of Fróding and Peterson when they talk about 
self censorship in relation to facebook friendships and its potentially 
damaging effect on the quality of friendships. 
 
However, according to McKenna et al. there appears to be only 
ambiguous evidence regarding whether internet has a deteriorating effect 
on existing friendships. (McKenna et al. p. 580) 
Hence, increased internet use is not seen as a damaging component to 
social interaction, rather the opposite54. 
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“Internet use was associated with positive psychological and social 
outcome. For example, the more hours the average respondent spent on 
the internet, the more (not less) time he or she also spent face-to-face 
with family and friends” (McKenna et al. 2004, p. 580) 
 
Another counterargument to Fróding and Petersons’ assertion is that 
relationship formed initially over the internet are just as stable as those 
formed offline. (McKenna et al. 2004, p. 581)  
Additionally, people report a higher level of satisfaction when meeting 
people for the first time through the internet as opposed to offline – 
suggests that the internet is a safe environment for engaging strangers. 
McKenna et al. 2004, p. 582) 
They argue that “the relative anonymity of the internet can also 
contribute to close relationship formation through reducing the risks of 
inherent self-disclosure.” (McKenna et al. 2004, p. 582) 
 
Ellison et al. found that “(…) Facebook appears to be much less useful in 
creating and maintaining bonding social capital (…)” (Ellison et al. 
1163) 
The discrepancy between McKenna et al. argument and the research of 
Ellison et al. may be due to how friendship is perceived as a less common 
commodity on facebook compared to other online forums. As McKenna 
et al. argues for how the general internet may help sustain and create 
close friendships – Ellison et al. argues only on behalf of what relations 
one can maintain and acquire through facebook. 
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While not considered as important as close friendships, weak-tie 
relationships are still important for a facebook users welfare insofar as it 
reduces the reported feeling of ‘friendsickness55’. 
(Ellison et al. 2007, p. 1164) 
 
However, if the case is that social capital (i.e. Friendships) can only be 
maintained through facebook and not created – is it then a fallacy to 
believe that friendships may be created and maintained solely through 
online means? 
 
Special interest groups and friendship formation 4.7 
 
Although research has indicated that close friendship formation is not 
supported by facebook usage it may be supported through other forums 
on the internet. This short chapter is devoted to the latter prospect.  
 
McKenna et al. argues that special interest groups online are known to 
facilitate formations of friendship. McKenna et al. 2004, p. 582) The 
principal argument is that special interest groups creates an atmosphere 
which has ground for “(…)shared interests and values of the 
members(…) perceptions of similarity and shared beliefs(…) are known 
to contribute to attraction between individuals.” (McKenna et al. 2004, p. 
582)  
 
This is especially true for people who suffers from social stigmatisations. 
Arguably this is sensible seeing as people with fewer social ties or people 
with difficulty forming social ties may utilise the anonymity of social 
networks to escape loneliness. (McKenna et al. p. 582-583) 
                                                 
55
 ‘Friendsickness is the distress caused by the loss of an old friend. Ellison et al. p. 1164. 
Lukas Valdemar Stray, 
 
 81 
 
Indeed, according to McKenna et al. stigmatised individuals will also 
have a deeper level of dependence of these ‘specialised interest groups’ 
seeing as they may not have other venues.  
(McKenna et al. 2004, p. 582-583) 
 An example might be a homosexual Russian being unable to show his 
true sexuality in a state where it is illegal whereas it may be relatively 
safe for him to engage in such behaviour anonymously over the internet. 
Following this line of thought facebook membership might be seen as 
more important for people who are otherwise ostracised or poorly 
equipped for face-to-face interaction. (Ellison et al. 2007, p. 1147) 
As Ellison et al’s research claims that people with poor social skills may 
benefit more from facebook use it is feasible that this is related to other 
internet sites where communication is possible.  
(Ellison et al. 2007, p. 1163) 
 
That being said, since facebook makes it difficult to be anonymous, one 
would have a account with a artificial name in order to have anonymity.   
 
As facebook is used more predominantly to maintain existing ties as 
opposed to forming new relationships it is used in a different fashion than 
‘special interests groups’ which acts as a gateway for stigmatised people 
to engage in anonymous interaction and achieve support. (Ellison et al. 
2007, p. 1153)  
 
To this end, it could be noteworthy to see how groups inside facebook 
function as this is a bridge between two different types of social media. 
While my interviews did report that they acted differently depending on 
which group they participated in, it had nothing to do with anonymity, 
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rather the opposite. As an example Oliver argued that in relation to 
facebook he is “very conscious about which box people fit into and we 
have fun in this way and these thing can happen (…)”  
(Interview 1, Interviewee 1; 18:32-18:42) 
 
A further investigation may be interesting given that there is a certain 
paradox regarding ‘special interest groups’. On the one hand, they are 
reported to make stigmatised individuals able to form close relationships 
online (McKenna et al. 2004, p. 582-583. Conversely, it has been argued 
for that online relationships (especially those that are anonymous) are 
inherently less honest and more deceptive – making the friendship unable 
to become close according to some researchers (Fróding and Peterson). 
Additionally, while special interest groups may provide succour to the 
stigmatised – facebook usage has been linked to maintaining social 
capital and not friendship formation56.  
 
Facebook and anonymity 4.7.1 
On the subject of anonymity, it is apparent (from my interviews) that 
special interest groups differ from facebook groups. Although it would be 
possible to make an artificial account and get invited into a secret group 
and participate anonymously it would not be normative given how people 
rarely chat with complete strangers on facebook 
 
If special interest groups indeed can form close friendships as suggested 
by McKenna et al. perhaps the lack of anonymity is the reason why 
facebook is predominantly used to maintain existing capital and not the 
formation of new friendships. (Ellison et al. 2007, p. 1151) 
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On the other hand, anonymity is arguably also a form of self-censorship 
which questions the validity of such friendships. 
 
 
Regardless of whether or not friendships created through special interest 
groups can be considered ‘true’ friendships, it is interesting to note how 
more anonymity may contribute to friendship formation.  
 
Factors of anonymity online 3.8 
 
The following chapter will provide a brief description on some factors 
which may people when they engage in online communication. 
 
According to Suler, there are various factors which will increase the 
anonymity and as a consequence increase self-disclose and the frequency 
of acting out. (Suler John, The Online Disinhibition Effect, 2006, p. 184, 
2007)  
 
Asynchronicity 3.8.1 
According to his theory on asynchronicity,  
“(…) not having to cope with someone’s immediate reaction disinhibits 
people. In real life, the analogy might be speaking to someone, magically 
suspending time before that person can reply, and then returning to the 
conversation when one is willing and able to hear the response. ” (Sular, 
p. 185-186, 2007) 
 
This readily applies to facebook conversation activity given that every 
message in principal does not progress in real-time. Further, it may 
provide evidence as to why relations are easier to maintain online. This is 
argued for by looking into the inherent decrease of risk in terms of self-
disclosure. (Ellison et al. 2007, p. 1147) 
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Dissociative anonymity 3.8.2 
Another factor to consider when talking about how people may be 
influenced when they engage in online conversations is cloaked in 
anonymity57. Sutler argues that “When people have the opportunity to 
detach their actions online from their in-person lifestyle and identity, they 
feel less vulnerable about self-disclosing and acting out” (Suler, 2006, p. 
184-185, 2005) 
 
This information lends some credence to why special interest groups can 
form close friendships since self-disclosing is inherently less risky. On 
the other hand it also implies that people are more prone to acting out i.e. 
Acting in a manner not typical in line with their usual behaviour. 
 
This is somewhat conflicting given that people are more prone to be 
intimate online if the risk of negative consequences is lessened.  
(McKenna et al. 2004, p. 582-583)  
Conversely, it also implies that if difficulties arises, an individual is more 
like to act aggressively (Sutler, 2005. p. 184-185) 
 
This is also reflected in my interviews through Michael; 
“I am self-censoring in the capacity that it not everything that I am 
reading and seeing and so on which I post online - but that is because 
others will not find it interesting (…)  But when it comes to discussions 
and things other people put up [on facebook] then I will not have any 
self-censoring about my opinions etc.  
(Interview 2, Interviewee 2; 33:07-33:29) 
                                                 
57
 An example of such behaviour can be seen in various open groups such as a political party’s group 
on facebook. Alternatively, an increase in acting out may be seen in settings where the subjects 
interacting are even more anonymous than facebook such as online video games.  
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Physical invisibility 3.8.3 
Suler also discusses disinhibition in the form of physical invisibility. 
Even in facebook where people know each other they are unable to pick 
up on social cues such as “(…) a frown, a shaking head, a sigh, a bored 
expression(…)” when interacting online. (Suler, 2006, p. 185) 
Even if participants in an online conversation who know each other 
intimately – physical factors which suggests indifference, hostility or 
disapproval will play a lesser role in interaction.  
 
Introjection 3.8.4  
 
Another factor concerning online interaction is that the consequence of 
introjections as a result of text-based interaction. Two people engaging in 
interaction people are, according to Sutler, more likely to internalise the 
other person in their own life world. The idea is that when text-based 
interaction occurs, both participants may experience the encounter as 
“(…) talking to or with oneself(…)”. (Suler, 2006, p. 186) 
 
It has been noted previously that people who reported lower self-esteem 
and satisfaction with life gained more social bridging capital than any 
other participants with increase facebook use. (Ellison et al. p. 1158) 
If one considers that people with lower self-esteem and satisfaction with 
life suffers has a smaller social network – it stands to reason that their 
communicative skills are less of an asset compared to their more socially 
successful counterparts.  
 
Taking this into account, one may get the idea that communicating online 
is easier and less discouraging for such individuals.  
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This seems feasible given that the risk of self-disclosure is a factor shown 
to discourage interaction. (McKenna et al. 2003, p. 579) 
 
Following this, it appears that the cloak of anonymity has a variety of 
consequences for interacting online. While the disinhibition effect indeed 
provide an insight into how people are influenced by what they see online 
while using facebook, it does not proficiently account for how users 
influence each other.  
 
Emotional contagion through social networking 3.9 
 
A direct consequence of the disinhibition effect is that people are less 
influenced by whom they interact with (see the chapter above). As an 
example Jacob states that; 
“As long as the person is interesting to me personally, the person can be 
interesting on facebook. But the reverse is not possible. (…) I do not think 
about people on the social media. I think about people in real life.” 
(Interview 2, Interviewee 1; 38:49-38:54+39:02-39:06) 
 
This chapter, however, will make the claim that people on facebook are 
more influenced by the content they view via facebook than one may 
initially suspect. This is due to a concept called emotional contagion.  
 
Emotional contagion is when “Emotional states can be transferred to 
others via emotional contagion, leading people to experience the same 
emotions without their awareness.” (Adam D. I. Kramer, Jamie E. 
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Guillory, 2014, Experimental evidence of massive-scale emotional 
contagion through social networks, Abstract. P. 158) 
 
The study “(…)tested  whether exposure to emotions led people to 
change their own posting behaviours, in particular whether exposure to 
emotional content led people to post content that was consistent with the 
exposure—thereby testing whether exposure to verbal affective 
expressions leads to similar verbal expressions, a form of emotional 
contagion.” (Kramar et al. 2014, 6th paragraph) 
 
While people are separated from each other due to physical distance they 
may still be influenced by each other through posts on the newsfeed. 
Thus a post regarding a wedding from one user may make another user 
happy on the sole account of reading about this weeding. Similarly, a bad 
experience shared on the newsfeed will influence its readers by making 
them enter a more negative mood. (Kramer et al. 2014, 1st and 2nd 
paragraph) 
 
To reiterate; the newsfeed is a database. As a database, the newsfeed 
filters, selects, exclude and promote certain material. Hence, if the people 
are influenced by the content they see online – the newsfeed has the 
power to visibly alter the mood of facebook users.  
 
According to Kramer et al. the newsfeed uses an algorithm to customise 
the content in accordance to relevance and perceived level of engagement 
depending on its user. (Kramer et al. 2014, 4th paragraph) 
 
As an example if a user has liked several football pages and are friends 
with many football fans and post photos about football – the newsfeed 
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 This will henceforth be referred to as Kramer et al.  
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will customise his newsfeed so that football related content will be shown 
more often than other topics.  
 
If Kramer et al’s. assumption is right and the newsfeed59 is the primary 
way of interaction between users60, (Kramer et al. 2014, 5th paragraph) it 
follows then, that if emotional contagion happens online – a manipulation 
of the newsfeed would have an effect on its users.  
 
Given that my interviewee’s tended to predominantly use the newsfeed to 
observe or interact with casual friends or acquaintances, there is an 
argument for the newsfeed being the dominant tool in which to maintain 
relations on facebook. (See chapter 4.5.2) 
 
According to their figure, participants who were omitted of positive 
newsfeed produced posts with a lesser percentage of positive words and a 
larger percentage of negative words. Participants who were deprived of 
negative posts reacted oppositely. (Kramer et al. 2014, 13th paragraph) 
Additionally, they observed that participants who were exposed to fewer 
emotional posts on facebook were less likely themselves to express 
emotions on facebook. (Kramer et al. 2014, 14th paragraph) 
 
The suggestibility of facebook 3.9.1 
In light of this  information there are some arguments that people online 
are influenced by each other even though the communication may only be 
text-based. As Suler argues that people are less inhibited when interacting 
online, facebook becomes a social network where interaction is 
considerably changed compared to offline interaction. 
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 The newsfeed is a compilation of posts from groups, events, people and advertisers. 
60
 Perhaps more so in casual friends and acquaintances given the arguments sited in the three previous 
chapters.  
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The result is that social networks like facebook becomes a place where 
people are influenced emotionally by a larger score of sources all the 
while they are more prone to acting out. (Kramer et al. 2014. & Suler, 
2006, p. 184) 
While emotional contagion on a site such as facebook is acknowledged as 
small it is nonetheless said to have an impact on offline behaviour. 
(Kramer et al. 15th paragraph)  
 
That online behaviour on facebook has an influence on offline behaviour 
is perhaps of minor consequence. However, when considering that 
negative behaviour may spread from online to offline dealings – 
exclusion on social medias becomes an topic of interest.  
The following example demonstrates how Jacob considers excluding a 
social relation based on how he acts within the confines of facebook. 
“I think the person is interesting to talk to but after I have befriended him 
on facebook I have begun to doubt whether (…) I should use this 
connection both through facebook but also socially with this person 
because I think he seeks conflicts.” 
(Interview 2, Interviewee 1; 34:22-34:43) 
 
If facebook behaviour does affect offline friendship maintenance, it may 
well become an issue given that people tend to observe a larger amount of 
people than they communicate with through facebook. A problem evident 
in the following discussion; 
 
Sophia; “(…) it can create prejudices towards some people.” 
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Oliver; “Because you never hear it from their own perspective61” 
Sophia; “(…) I have not seen him in 10 years and he keeps posting 
those weird things. And I think ‘You have become a total lunatic’ 
whereas if I met him (…) then maybe I would understand”  
(Interview 1; 59:24-59.46) 
 
Given that my interviewee’s report that the majority of users on their 
friend list are people they only observe combined with the this chapter’s 
argument that facebook activity does influence offline behaviour - 
facebook makes people more likely to harbour prejudices against their 
network. This would pertain especially groups of people that a user does 
not communicate regularly with.  
 
Conclusion 5.0 
 
Pertaining my problem definition (see 1.2), I asked if facebook friends 
and offline friends were perceived as being maintained differently. While 
I conclude that there is a difference in terms of perception on how people 
maintain a friendship on facebook and how they maintain a friendship 
offline I find it important to elucidate on the matter: 
There is a distinction between having a friend who is on facebook and 
having a ‘facebook friend’. The friend who is on facebook is a friend 
which is maintained through offline means. Such a friend requires mutual 
trust, loyalty and support. In comparison, the ‘facebook friend’ is an 
umbrella term for anyone who is not considered a friend but is available 
on the facebook network. A ‘facebook friend’ is not necessarily likeable 
or interesting – and because facebook friends do not necessitate regular 
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 Some liberty has been made in Oliver’s translation. 
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(or even occasional) communication they do not have to be. A ‘facebook 
friend’ is kept because of future utility but may be ‘disabled’ through the 
option of disabling notifications. As such, pertaining the question 
regarding friendship maintenance – friendships are mandatory to maintain 
if they exist in an offline capacity whereas it appears to be optional with 
friends who are maintained primarily through facebook. 
 
Regarding the categorisation of friendship, my interview subjects 
reported that they do categorise friends but they do so more actively on 
facebook than they do offline. This is likely because the facebook 
network consist of a bigger and more varied network than the people 
regularly communicate with offline – making the categorisation of people 
more of a necessity. 
 
The supposed efficiency of facebook provides the ability to keep taps on 
a larger amount of casual friends but the network site does not 
significantly alter how people relate to close friends except that users 
have an easier time communicating with one another. That being said, 
facebook seem to have a rather large effect on its users’ view of their 
facebook contacts. Because facebook friends is such an easy resource to 
obtain while being rather difficult to lose – the value of relations which 
are not considered close appears to have decreased as a consequence. 
 
Other perspectives 6.0 
 
The two following chapters (7 and 8) are examples of two other 
perspectives which provide an alternate viewpoint on the subject treated 
in the thesis. As they are ‘just’ point of view, they do not relate to the 
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thesis proper. That being said, they demonstrate alternative research areas 
which could be investigated in future research. 
 
Exclusion on facebook 7.0 
The following chapter will investigate how social exclusion and other 
types of rejection influences facebook users. I will primarily use the book 
“The Social Psychology of Inclusion and Exclusion” and link the theory 
to the existing sources I have used prior to use chapter. Thus I want to 
demonstrate how exclusion may happen on facebook and why it can be 
considered relevant to the facebook as a topic.  
 
Introduction Exclusion 7.1 
The term ‘social exclusion’ may best be described as the feeling one has 
when being left out of company which is desirable. It is the feeling of 
rejection as well as the feeling of involuntary solitude. (Dominic Abrams, 
Michael A. Hogg, and José M Marques, The Social Psychology of 
Inclusion and Exclusion, 2005, p. 28)  
 
The theory of social exclusion rests on the assumption that people have 
an innate desire to “(…) seek inclusion and belongingness(…)”. (Abrams 
et al, 200, p. 1)  
Seeking inclusion and belongingness is arguably something inherent in 
the usage of facebook62. As people communicate, share news and manage 
relationships online, facebook seems to be sort and manage friendships as 
a database63 
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 Despite the overall disregard of distant facebook contacts, my interviewee’s still made tacits 
arguments about politeness and facebook image which suggests that a certain amount of belongingness 
is desirable. 
63
 See chapter 4.4.1 
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‘Manage’ being a key word here as it both denotes who to include but 
also who to exclude. To this end, this chapter will see how exclusion 
influences users of facebook64. 
 
Explaining exclusion within the sphere of facebook 7.2 
 
“Across more than 20 experiments, (…) social exclusion leads to almost 
uniformly negative outcomes. (…)” (Abrams et al, 2005, p. 28) 
 
In the following I will detail three types of exclusion which may happen 
on facebook so as to exemplify how the subject of exclusion and 
facebook can be linked65 togerher.  
 
Communicative exclusion 7.2.1 
 
In the case with communicative exclusion, the criteria is one of language.  
As seen previously, communicative exclusion is  present in Benjamin’s 
remark about where he switches to Danish whenever he covers topics that 
he does not want his Christian American family to see.  
(See chapter 4.6.4) 
 
Levine et al. cites commitment as a major instigator for groups to include 
individuals and for individuals to want to be included in a given group. 
                                                 
64
 Note that the following chapter uses the same material as an earlier project entitled “Inclusion of 
International Students at RUC” in which I was a contributing author. The other authors are Anna Noeh, 
Arkadiusz Glebocki, Christina Maria Holm & Norma Eliana Melgarejo Alarcón. It was published in 
year 2013 with a focus on international students.  
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 Note that there are many different forms of exclusion not detailed in this chapter. A detailed 
treatment of exclusion can be found in the source m
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Additionally, Levine et al. Argues that any group will eject a member that 
is more likely to harm than contribute to a the group’s goal(s).  
 (Levine, Moreland & Hausmann, in Abrams et al, 2005, p. 139) 
 
On facebook, communicative exclusion is present both in the newsfeed as 
well as in groups. As people have more contact with a larger variety of 
people on facebook than in real life  it is feasible that they are more likely 
to encounter languages on facebook which they do not understand.  
This is supported by the fact that facebook constitutes a larger network 
than other offline platforms.  
 
In the case with the abovementioned example, Benjamin has elected to 
exclude part of his network by communicating in Danish. While 
Benjamin is not a group, he still acts with a certain agency – meaning that 
he protects his own interests by minimising chances for hostile 
interference. (See chapter 4.6.4 regarding facebook image) 
 
Facebook has an abundance of weak-tie relations or acquaintances 
compared to close friendships. (Bryant and Marmo, 2012, p. 1016; 
Ellison et al, 2007, p. 1146) 
If one accepts that a common language as a criteria required to provide 
for emotional intimacy for close friendships, it follows that acquaintances 
or weak-tie relations are more likely to be a target of communicative 
exclusion. (Bryant and Marmo, 2012, p. 1016)  
It could be interesting to investigate the effect language barriers has on 
facebook users’ willingness to communicate and maintain foreign friends. 
 
Physical Exclusion 7.2.2 
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Since facebook does not operate in a physical sphere but as a virtual 
community – some restrictions apply as to the application of the theory.  
Hence, physical exclusion may be likened to the action of denying access 
to a certain group within facebook. Due to the fact that social 
relationships gives access to resources in a similar fashion as does offline 
relationships (Ellison et al.  2007, p. 1145-1146)  
That being said, facebook groups (or forums) can be considered to 
operate (to varying degree) within the same dynamics as offline groups66. 
 
Ideological exclusion 7.2.3 
 
Ideological exclusion is when exclusion is based upon ideological values.  
An instance of ideological exclusion may be found in Michaels assertion 
that he would never add Daniel Carlson because of his political affliction. 
(see chapter 4.6.4) 
On facebook in general, one may expect ideological exclusion to be 
present on political facebook pages such as those belonging to political 
parties.  
 
Group based exclusion 7.3. 
 
This chapter will highlight how exclusion may linked to groups and more 
specifically privacy options on facebook. Secondly, this chapter will 
detail how groups manages resources. 
 
Boundary control 7.3.1 
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 One must however, take into account the ways in which social network interactions differs from 
offline interaction. See chapter 3.5-3.8 in this paper for more information. 
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One way a group manages resources is by ‘boundary control’  in which 
groups “(…) manage their composition” by “(...) bringing into the group 
people who are likely to help it” (Levine et al, in Abrams et al, 2005, p. 
137) 
 
In terms of exclusion, boundary control strategies creates a ‘us vs. them’ 
mentality insofar as people may relate to groups either as non-members 
or members. (Levine et al, in Abrams et al, 2005, p. 138) 
According to Levine et al, however, group participation is not an “(…) 
all-or-none affair, but rather varies along an ingroup-outgroup 
continuum” (Levine et al, in Abrams et al, 2005, p. 138) 
 
 
Exclusion on and off facebook 7.3.2 
 
In principle facebook forums does operate on the same ingroup-outgroup 
continuum as offline group behaviour.  
 
However, facebook groups differs in terms of access to information as 
well as the sphere of influence a single group member has. For instance, 
in a supermarket chain, there is a chain of command with multiple layers. 
The people who are at the top of the chain often possesses information 
that the common service worker does not. On facebook, only two 
different ranks exist; admin and non-admin. Additionally, everything that 
is posted within a group is visible to everyone. Hence, if information is a 
resource, every member have access to the same information as long as it 
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is posted in the group,  whether that member is new, marginalised or 
considered a core member67.  
 (Facebook, 2004-2014, Zuckerberg, 
https://www.facebook.com/help/162866443847527) 
 
Exclusion from a group also differ on facebook compared to offline 
groups.  
Offline, exclusion from a group may happen gradually or naturally such 
as when a weak-tie relation transform into a latent relation as a result of 
one party moving to another location. (Ellison et al, 2007, p. 1148).  
 
In comparison, a facebook group admin must actively exclude (i.e. kick 
out) a member or alternatively the member must actively leave a group68. 
Unless the group is ‘open’ (see facebook privacy options), the now 
excluded member is unable to see any information.  
(Facebook, 2004-2014, Zuckerberg, 
https://www.facebook.com/help/162866443847527) 
 
 
As a side note; Seeing as there are different dynamics at play on facebook 
compared to offline exclusion it may be of interest to study group based 
exclusion on facebook. Considering people’s awkwardness in deleting 
facebook friends (see chapter 4.3) it may be interesting to see if the same 
behaviour is present in groups on facebook.  
How often do users remove deviant group members from a group? 
 
Exclusion on open groups and pages 7.4 
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 Group members may still engage privately with one another, a group member may be marginalised 
through exclusion of private interaction.  
68
 A third option is to disband a group but that may not constitute exclusion. 
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The following will detail various arguments that contribute to a single 
claim; that the ‘open’ groups/pages in facebook are not truly ‘groups’ as 
their “entry criteria” is figuratively nonexistent69. 
(Levine et al, in Abrams et al, 2005, p. 139) 
 
According to Levine et al, when an individual wants to join a group – his 
commitment to the groups interests is measured against the groups 
interest in his personal needs. (Levine et al, in Abrams et al, 2005, p. 139) 
In the case with open groups anyone can join. Further, an open group’s 
content is visible to non-members. This effectively renders exclusion 
impossible unless open groups move to another privacy level70.  
 
In-group exclusion is something which is common particularly amongst 
the marginalised and new members of a group.  
This is supported by Pickett and Brewer’s notion that “In-group exclusion 
may be one way that individuals are able to enhance their own feelings of 
ingroup inclusion.” (Pickett & Brewer, in Abrams et al, 2005, p. 90) 
While new group members of an open group is simply those that most 
recently joined, the marginalised group is more difficult to pinpoint.  
 
One may argue that the admin can police the group to a certain extent by 
excluding (removing) individuals who does not conform to the goals of 
the group. However, if the group maintains its open stance, people with 
opposing ideas may join the same group by accident or purpose.  
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 One must have a facebook account to join a group. 
70
 The issues of privacy will be dealt with in detail in a separate chapter.  
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If the groups overall goal/influence becomes tarnished due to conflicting 
opinions, the group may be less likely to survive. (Levine et al, in 
Abrams, 2005, p. 135) 
Facebook pages such as those pertaining the ideology of political parties 
in Denmark might serve as an example of open pages who has a member 
base with people of opinions which are in opposition of the goal in the 
group.  
 
Conflicting goals 7.4.1 
Pickett and Brewer argues that the “(…) staunchest supporters and 
defenders of a group’s standards, value, and norms are often not the most 
typical or central members of the group (…)” (Pickett & Brewer, in 
Abrams et al, 2005, p. 89) 
 
In the aforementioned example, the ‘staunchest supporters and defenders’ 
are not as clear cut. In the open page “Venstre, Danmarks Liberale Parti”, 
there are evidence of ‘staunch’ supporters of either side; Those for and 
against the group’s politics. The problem with Pickett and Brewer’s 
theory on inclusion due to in-group exclusion, is that many users who are 
participating in in-group exclusion on open groups/pages does not count 
themselves among its members71. An example are ideological sites such 
as a political party where a ‘member’ may post or express values in 
opposition to the group’s original goal (post pro socialist statements in a 
group which claims to be liberal/conservative. 
(Facebook, , 2004-2014, Zuckerberg, 
https://www.facebook.com/venstre.dk?fref=ts) 
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 The case with groups that share members of opposing beliefs or idealogies is not only pertaining 
political parties in Denmark but also England and Scotland. However, it appears that this tendency 
should be most widespread in groups with political agendas. 
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Thus, if an open group needs to have goals that are shared between its 
members, then not all members of a page/group can be considered 
members. As such, facebook group members could both have an in-group 
and an out-group within the same group. This view mirrors offline group 
behaviour, however, the supposed in-group exclusion seems less 
prevalent between members that supports the group/page’s goal.  
(Pickett & Brewer, in Abrams et al, 2005, p. 89-91) 
One may theorise that this is due to the fact that the group is not safe from 
out-group interference.  
 
Two dimensions on attachment 7.4.2 
“Smith et al. proposed that two dimensions underlie attachment to 
groups—attachment anxiety and avoidance.”(Levine et al, in Abrams et 
al, 2005, p 91) 
If a member has high attachment anxiety he may not feel worthy of his 
membership. Similarly, high group identification has a correlation with 
high attachment anxiety. I.e. people who deems a group important for 
their identity but also feels unsure of the status of their membership are 
more likely to engage in behaviour which enhances their belonging. 
(Pickett & Brewer, in Abrams, 2005, p. 91) 
 
The ‘status’ of their membership or their alleged worth within an open 
group may be difficult to ascertain. 
In the case with open groups/pages, ‘belonging’ is a difficult proposition.  
People may be visible with their profile but because they are cloaked in 
anonymity, their identities online are not always tied to their identity 
offline. (Suler, 2004, p. 321-322) Considering the influx of group 
‘members’ in open groups, the people who are consider to be ‘core 
members’ are more difficult to identify. 
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Prototypical behaviour 7.4.3 
According to self-categorization theory, not being able to identify the 
core members or core traits hinders the feeling of belongingness.  
“(...) the more a group member differs from outgroup members and the 
less he or she differs from other ingroup members (...) the more that 
individual will be perceived as prototypical of the group.” (Levine et al, 
in Abrams, p. 93) 
However, due to the aforementioned arguments on open groups/pages – 
the outgroup as well as the ingroup’s characteristics may be difficult to 
ascertain. 
 
The consequence is that the self-categorization that members do in order 
to conform to the groups agenda may be flawed due to the inherent 
instability of how people associate with each other online. (Suler, 2006, 
p. 321-324; Pickett and Brewer, in Abrams, 2005, p. 93) 
In addition, Abrams et al. argues that people whose standing in the group 
is threatened may result in an increase of self-categorization (Abrams et 
al. 2005, p. 93)  
 
From this perspective, social relations within the sphere of open facebook 
forums may not be the most optional forum to participate in.  
This poses a problem, however, for those who rely on social networks as 
a method of forming and maintaining relationships. Especially 
considering that the internet is predominantly used to maintain low-tie 
relationships. (Ellison et al, 2007, p. 1146)  
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If one considers that low-tie relationships is not categorised as bonds that 
are emotional or intimate (Bryant and Marmo, 2012, p. 101672) there is 
some evidence that disprove Ellison et al’s theory. If they suppose that 
“Some forms of computer-mediated communication can lower barriers to 
interaction and encourage more self-disclosure” (Ellison et al, 2007, p. 
114773) then it stands in opposition to Suler’s theory of disinhibition 
unless the ‘forms’ of computer-mediated communication that lower 
barriers are dissimilar to the online interaction which enables the 
disinhibition effect. This argument rests on the assumption that the 
disinhibition acts as a barrier between people who seek to engage in 
social relationships. (Suler, 2006, p. 322, 324) 
 
Less authority in open groups 7.4.4 
 
Suler argues that people engaging in online interaction are less affected 
by figures of authority. (Suler, 2004, p. 324) 
Consequently, the public forums of facebook are not only less than 
optimal for maintaining and forming social relations but they also lack 
the control of authorities. In addition, people who constitute the core 
attributes of a group are less likely to notice and punish others for 
violating group norms and standards. (Pickett and Brewer, in Abrams, 
2005, p. 90) 
 
If the authority is less respected in facebook forums and less punitive, 
there is a case for an environment with less social control on facebook 
compared to groups where the authority is more respected / powerful. If 
                                                 
72
 See chapter 3.  
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 Research is based on Bargh, McKenna, & Fitzsimons, 2002; Tidwell & Walther, 2002 
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there is less social control the ‘core’ traits of a group are less easily 
defined. This may contribute further to a flawed self-categorisation of 
marginalised members.  
 
As self-categorisation is a tool which acts as a coping strategy (Pickett & 
Brewer, in Abrams, p. 93) its utility is less effective if the “prototypical 
member” is either less active (Pickett & Brewer, in Abrams, 2005, p. 90) 
or less respected (Suler, 2004, p. 324). One may theorise that if such a 
tool is rendered less effective, other coping strategies may be used as a 
substitute. (Pickett and Brewer, in Abrams, 2005, p. 96) 
 
Hence, with a decreased effectiveness of self-categorisation, “(…) 
excluding others may also be a way that marginal group members can 
bolster feelings of inclusion and ingroup belonging.” (Pickett & Brewer, 
in Abrams, 2005, p. 96) 
Another interesting notion is that marginalised members of groups with 
clear boundaries (i.e. secure groups) are less likely to “(…) derogate 
deviant behaviour (…)” than groups who lack such boundaries. This 
supports the overall argument that open groups/pages such as those found 
on facebook has decreased security and more readily engage in-group 
exclusive behaviour.  
(Pickett & Brewer, in Abrams, 2005, p. 103.) 
Further, because of the lack of control, the lack of core members and the 
lack of clear boundaries it is clear that open groups differs from other 
forms of group both offline and online.  
 
To that end; a comparative study on the dynamics within open groups 
compared to more closed groups could be of interest. Alternatively, 
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multiple open groups or pages with different goals could be selected for a 
study to check for deviance in group behaviour in between open groups.  
The tacit claim is that a page belonging to a political party should have 
different group dynamics than a group oriented towards the proliferation 
of animal welfare.  
 
Exclusion in closed and secret groups 7.5 
 
In this chapter I will argue that for the claim that secret and closed groups 
should follow behaviour typical of offline groups to a greater extent then 
is the case for open groups and pages. 
 
Having argued for how open groups/pages work in relation to social 
exclusion, closed and secret74 groups on facebook may not have the same 
characteristics. As the entry criteria is more similar to offline groups the 
closed and secret groups may have more in common with their offline 
counterpart. 
(Facebook, , 2004-2014, Zuckerberg, 
https://www.facebook.com/help/162866443847527) 
 
Closed and secret groups are more selective 7.5.1 
 
In closed and secret facebook groups people may only join by invitation. 
This would likely make such groups, compared to open facebook groups, 
more likely to have people who know each other as members. This rest 
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 This paper hypothesises that members of secret facebook groups act similarly to closed facebook 
groups  since secret groups are unavailable in terms of data gathering. This is based on the notion that 
closed and secret facebook groups has more in common with each other than open groups in terms of 
privacy options. 
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on the tacit argument that the admin should favour inviting social 
relations known to him.  
(, Facebook, 2004-2014, Zuckerberg, 
https://www.facebook.com/help/162866443847527) 
This is supported the theory of self-expansion.  
“Because we have only limited time and energy to invest in new 
relationships, we should be motivated to select friends who maximize our 
potential for self-expansion”  
(Tracy McLaughlin-Volpe, Art Aron, Stephen C. Wright and Gary W. 
Lewandowski Jr, in Abrams et al, 2005, p. 115) 
 
Having established that a group constitutes resources and material, the 
self-expansion model argues further that people desire close relationships 
because of their loyalty and trustworthiness. (McLaughlin-Volpe et al, in 
Abrams, 2005, p. 11375, paraphrased; Ellison et al, 2007, p. 1146-1148) 
This is also supported by Bryant and Marmo’s study in which control and 
deception rules received less endorsement between members who were 
close or casual friends compared to (mere) acquaintances. (Bryant and 
Marmo, 2012, p. 1030) 
 
Seeing as people may rely on in-group exclusion when feeling threatened 
a groups composition may be enhanced if the members constituting the 
group have a closer bond. (McLaughlin-Volpe et al, in Abrams, 2005, p. 
113; Pickett & Brewer, in Abrams, 2005, p. 89, 96)  
In addition, according to the theory of group socialisation – an admin of a 
closed or secret group may scrutinise possible members to see whether 
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they fit with the overall goal of the group. (Levine et al, in Abrams et al, 
2005, p. 139) 
 
Greater gain and greater loss 7.5.2 
If indeed, closed and secret facebook groups have a composition 
predominantly made up by members that are friends or at the very least 
acquaintance, each individual member value each other more. This 
assumption is based on the self-expansion model which claims that 
people are more motivated to stay in a group or relation that offers more 
resources, materials etc.  
(McLaughlin-Volpe et al, in Abrams, 2005, p. 115-116) 
However, one may also argue that when excluded from a such a social 
network the ‘loss’ is greater than it would be if one left a open 
group/page.  
The self-expansion model supports this claim by arguing that “(…) when 
we lose a valued relationship, (…) we not only lose the person’s affection, 
but all the benefits that are and could potentially be provided by that 
partner” 
In Bryant and Marmo’s journal “The rules of Facebook Friendship”, rules 
regarding negative friend consequences were endorsed the most by close 
friends than casual friends or acquaintances. (Bryant and Marmo, 2012, p. 
1030) 
 
This suggests both that close friends value each others image online but it 
also lends credit to my previous notion regarding groups composed of 
close friends being less likely to engage in in-group exclusion.  
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For this reason it could be interesting to investigate how and if the closed 
and secret group function helps offline groups to sustain / maintain their 
relation through facebook usage. 
 
Exclusion on the personal profile 7.6 
 
A profile’s personal profile76 would rank somewhere between open 
groups/pages and closed/secret groups in terms of how social relations 
may exclude each other. (Facebook, 2004-2014, Zuckerberg, 
https://www.facebook.com/help/327131014036297 
How exactly it operates depends on an individual profile’s stance on 
followers.  
(Facebook, 2004-2014, Zuckerberg, 
https://www.facebook.com/help/201148673283205,  
If ‘Followers’ are set to everybody, a status can be commented or liked77, 
even by someone that one has not befriended. This could change how and 
what kind of interaction occurs on the personal timeline.  
 
Hypothetically, if a profile does not allow followers, the newsfeed should 
act more in accordance with closed and secret facebook groups than open 
groups/pages. Conversely, if a profile does allow followers, the 
interaction on walls should follow rules similarly to that of open 
groups/pages78. 
 
This rest on two assumptions; 
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 Henceforth referred to as ‘Wall’  
77
 A gesture of approval. 
78
 The argument is that people a user is not friends with are, on the whole, less acquainted with the user 
than people that are on a users friend list. 
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First, people who comments on the profile’s status (or link) are more 
likely to be known to the user who posts a status because that user has 
actively been added or added the commenter to his network. Secondly, 
according to the self-expansion model, users who comment do so to 
expand their available resources. (McLaughlin-Volpe et al, in Abrams, 
2005, p. 114) 
Because the net gain of resources would be larger between two contacts 
who has a mutual desirability– it would be more sensible to engage in 
interaction with a close friend as opposed to someone less known. 
(McLaughlin-Volpe et al, in Abrams, 2005, p. 115) 
 
However, studies show that people who are less known to each other are 
more likely to endorse maintenance rules i.e. use facebook as a medium 
to maintain a relationship. (Bryant and Marmo, 2012, p. 1030-1031) 
Another counterargument is that people generally generate more bridging 
social capital than bonding social capital whilst using facebook. (Ellison 
et al, 2007, p. 1163). This suggests that interaction is predominantly 
between weak-tie relationships and not close friends even though such 
friends would receive more benefits according to the self-expansion 
model.  
 
Ellison et al, suggests that facebook users’ primary target audience are  
“people with whom they share an offline connection” (Ellison et al, 2007, 
p. 1155). If this is true there may be a discrepancy between what kind of 
interaction the facebook users prefer and the interaction they participate 
in.  
However, as the chapter on exclusion has illustrated, it may depend on 
what type of groups a user participates in, as well as the extent of the 
users’ newsfeed usage. In addition, factors such as a users ability to form 
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and maintain social relations may also have an impact (Ellison et al, 
2007, p. 1158).  
 
From this standpoint; it could be interesting to see whether the activity on 
a users’ wall has any relation to the number of closed and secret groups 
the facebook user actively participate in. 
 
People do not post negative on others wall 4.6.1 
 
A study demonstrates that overall, profile statuses (text posted on ones 
own wall) receives positive feedback from facebook friends. 3732 
responses were measured of which 3270 were deemed positive responses.  
(Tobias Greitemeyer, Dirk O. Mügge, and Irina Bollermann, Having 
Responsive Facebook Friends Affects the Satisfaction of Psychological 
Needs More Than Having Many Facebook Friends, 2014, 255) 
 
This research argues that interaction on walls is more closely associated 
with psychological wellbeing (Greitemeyer et al, 2014, p. 253-255). 
However, the study also revealed that superficial interaction (e.g. birthday 
greetings) on facebook would decrease a users feeling of loneliness, but 
not positive or negative mood. (Greitemeyer et al, 2014, 254)  
As birthdays greetings is often used as a tool for maintaining weak-tie 
relations, it is feasible that it does not produce positive moods. That being 
said, Greitemeyer et al. did not disclose what kind of relationship existed 
between facebook users who exchanged birthday greetings.  
 
Regarding posts on a facebook users wall, responses from social relations 
were positively correlated with satisfaction of psychological needs 
(Greitemeyer et al, 2014, p. 256) 
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Interestingly, the number of facebook friends did not have an impact on 
either loneliness or positive and negative mood. According to 
Greitemeyer et al, this would suggest that it is responses that matters in 
terms of psychological welfare and not the amount of friends.  
A similar account was found in my second interview; 
“(…) I got no response and that made me disappointed. (…)And if you 
had asked me two weeks ago whether I cared about negative feedback or 
no feedback on facebook I would have replied ‘whatever’ but now I know 
(…) that I am influenced if people do not react (…)” 
(Interview 2, Interviewee 3; 1:17:41-1:17:55) 
The results in both cases were not taking into account the relationship 
between the participants of the study and their relationship to those who 
responded. 
(Greitemeyer et al, 2014, p. 256, Interview 2) 
 
According to various research (McLaughlin-Volpe et al, Pickett & 
Brewer, in Abrams, 2005, 89,90, 117; Bryant and Marmo, 2012, p. 1030) 
there is conflicting arguments regarding who would be most likely to 
respond. 
To reiterate; Abrams et al, argues that people with closer relations are 
more likely to engage in interaction but Bryant and Marmo argues that 
facebook users who are acquaintances are more likely to endorse rules 
having to do with maintenance of the relation. As Bryant and Marmo 
suggests this may be due to the fact that closer relations satisfy their 
needs for interaction in other forums i.e. offline. If this is to be assumed, a 
hypothesis may be that close relations interact more on facebook if their 
interaction offline is insufficient to uphold an emotional bond. (Bryant 
and Marmo, 2012, p. 1030; Ellison et al, 2007, p. 1148) 
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User privacy on facebook 8.0 
 
The following chapter will investigate the notion of privacy and how it 
interacts with user experience on facebook. This chapter will primarily 
use Dinah Boyd’s article79; Facebook's Privacy Trainwreck 
Exposure, Invasion, and Social Convergence”. The article is helpful when 
discussing matters regarding privacy on facebook.  
 
Privacy on facebook 8.1 
 
The term privacy will in this paper be understood as “A state in which 
one is not observed or disturbed by other people” 
(http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/english/privacy) 
The word ‘observed’ is key in understanding how privacy is mediated on 
social network sites and particularly facebook. Given that people have 
typically more friends online than offline the dynamics of privacy may 
change due to how socialisation is mediated online. (See chapter 3.2, 3.3, 
3.5 in this paper; Bryant and Marmo, 2012; Wittel, 2001) 
As such, this chapter will investigate how the notion of privacy differs on 
facebook compared to offline interaction and what consequences this 
could have for maintaining social relations through the medium of 
facebook. 
 
The desire of privacy 5.2 
 
One of the aspects when talking about privacy is people’s desire for it. 
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 From subchapter 8.3 and onward.  
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According to Moore, “The desire for privacy, in the sense of protection 
or escape from other human beings, emerges when an individual becomes 
subject to social obligations that that individual cannot meet or does not 
want to meet.” (Moore, Barrington, Jr. , 1998, Privacy, p. 287) 
The above citation demonstrates a perspective on why people have 
desires of privacy. If his sentiments is true – then it stands to reason that 
privacy in general is desirable. 
 
One notion in support of this claim is that 15 out of 16 profiles of focus 
groups concerning facebook and privacy had closed profiles.  (Nobody 
has 257 Friends” - Strategies of Friending, Disclosure and Privacy on 
Facebook, Jakob Linaa Jensen & Anne Scott Sørensen, 2013, p. 57) 
 
One may imagine that this is due to Moore’s claim that privacy frees the 
subject from social obligations. In the public sphere, an individual is 
vulnerable to other people’s demand but in private, one is sheltered from 
public demands.  
Further, Boyd argues that privacy allows people to have “(…)security 
through obscurity” (Facebook's Privacy Trainwreck Exposure, Invasion, 
and Social Convergence, Danah Boyd, 2008, p. 14-15) Hence it may be 
argued that privacy is linked with security. But it also linked to a sense 
control as privacy in its essence denies outside interference. (Boyd, 2008, 
p. 15) 
 
Boyd’s notion of privacy through obscurity could provide information 
about how facebook users may behave in larger open groups or pages.  
 
 
 
Lukas Valdemar Stray, 
 
 113 
Exposure 8.3 
 
One of the consequences of being denied privacy is exposure. (Boyd, 
2008, p. 15) An example of exposure is when “you are screaming to be 
heard in a loud environment when suddenly the music stops and everyone 
hears the end of your sentence.” (Boyd, 2008, p. 14) 
The example identifies when a person does an action on the assumption 
that it will do one thing but due to the changes of environment (in this 
case acoustics) it results in something else.  
 
 According to Boyd, this alteration of meaning is a consequences of the 
emergence of the newsfeed. Although the newsfeed has not changed what 
information was previously available to a facebook user it has altered the 
accessibility of news80.  (Boyd, 2008, p. 13-15)  
 
Before the newsfeed (and indeed before the emergence of social 
networks), people would have to keep track of important developments in 
their friends and acquaintances lives. However, by using the newsfeed 
important life events of ‘friends’ are broadcasted automatically. (Boyd, 
2008, p. 13) 
 
According to Boyd, “Tracking who participated in what group no 
longer required an individual to participate in all of the same groups. 
While the walls that separated newsgroups were always porous – anyone 
could come or go – they completely collapsed when search came along81.  
(Boyd, 2008, p. 14) 
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 As a side note: feed means that somebody are ‘fed’ something. Hence, ‘newsfeed’ literally means 
that someone is fed news.  
81
 Boyd commenting on another social network who altered its search function so information became 
more public. 
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To explicate; seeing (and reacting to) things out of context, as with the 
example on exposure above, is an event more likely to happen with the 
emergence of a search feature as it makes people more likely to stumble 
on to ‘random’ information. (Boyd, 2008, p. 14)  
 
While being subjected to the effects of exposure may not be a harrowing 
experience, it still renders communication mediated through facebook 
something one should do with caution due to the lack of privacy. (Boyd, 
2008, p. 15) 
It follows then, that cautiousness would make its users more hesitant to 
reveal or broadcast information which would have a negative 
consequence for their ability to navigate in their preferred social network. 
This is supported by Bryant and Marmo’s findings in which statements 
that correlated with negative self-consequence received a high mean 
score. (Bryant and Marmo, 2012, p. 1027) 
 
Additionally, Boyd argues that because facebook users are unaware of 
who are seeing and reacting to their post – they do not know to which 
extent a status update or a message has been (mis)interpreted. (Boyd, 
2008, p. 16) 
 
Although Boyd argues that facebook users would exert caution due to the 
chances of their communication being misinterpreted, there is other data 
which suggest different user behaviour.  Suler’s research points to the fact 
that people posts more carefree when online than when they communicate 
face-to-face. (Suler, 2006, p. 184, 187-188) 
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On the other hand, Bryant and Marmo’s findings regarding control and 
maintenance rules suggests that people are aware of the fact that privacy 
is not the same online as offline. (Bryant and Marmo, 2012, 1029) 
Further, Jensen and Sørensens research argues that people find the 
internet and social life dissimilar based on findings in a survey82. (Jensen 
& Sørensen, 2013, p. 54, 56) 
 
Although people at present can enjoy facebook with enhanced privacy 
features, Boyd argues due to the default state on facebook being one of 
‘hyper-publicity’ – having a closed profile may elicit suspicion from 
social relations. (Boyd, 2008, p. 16)  
That being said, information still thrives online and especially facebook. 
This is due to a concept called ‘invasion’ 
 
The influx of information on facebook. 8.4 
 
“Feed readers make me feel guilty for being unable to 
deal with social information overload; as a result, I feel invaded by data. 
Unable to manage, I go cold turkey and read nothing.” (Boyd, 2008, p. 
16) 
 
The human cognition is only capable of handling a certain amount of 
information which pertains to his/her social contacts. (Dunbar, 1996, 
Dunbar, 1992, in Boyd, 2008, p. 16)  
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 Although their question is directed towards internet usage and not specifically facebook some 
correlation may be assumed. However, one may criticise how their statement is framed; “the internet is 
one thing, my social life another – implies bias in wording. See Jeffries Lesley’s: Critical Stylistics 
chapter “Implying and Assuming” for details.  
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In the following, it will be argued for that facebook as a tool of social 
interaction challenges the users ability to ‘handle’ the information 
trafficking through the site.  
 
One argument for facebook users being subjected to informational 
overload is that facebook as a medium deals in mass communication 
(Boyd, 2008, p. 17) 
If one considers that facebook users regard their primary audience as 
people they see offline (Ellison et al, 2007, p. 1155) while simultaneously 
acknowledging that facebook friends includes social contacts that does 
not fall under that category (offline friends) – a schism is created. The 
intended audience is not the same as actual audience.  
  
If Dunbar’s assertion is true – then mass communication would be 
detrimental to a users ability to filter through information which is 
necessary and information which is superfluous. A user may feel 
overwhelmed by the flux of superfluous information due to the fact that 
the newsfeed does not discriminate between friends when determining 
what is visible on the newsfeed. (Boyd, 2008, p. 17) 
 
Boyd argues further that although on social networks, users commonly 
has more friends than regular (offline) networks. However, these people 
are “(…) not necessarily close friends and friendship management tools 
are not good enough for building and maintaining close ties.” (Boyd, 
2008, p. 16-1783) 
 
Because people rarely knows everyone intimately on facebook but has the 
ability to track anyone in their social network, the possibility of people 
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 Quote is located on page 17. 
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acquiring information on acquaintances and perhaps even strangers 
increases. (Boyd, 2008, p. 18)  
 
Does facebook’s lack of privacy encourage self-cencorship? 8.4.1 
 
Given this ability to track everything that is public on facebook, there is a 
natural environment on facebook in which public information is 
theoretically observed by hundreds of contacts. Because personal 
information is “(...)the currency of social hierarchy and connectivity” 
one may wonder whether this contributes or even encourages voyeuristic 
or stalker behaviour online84. (Boyd, 2008, p. 17) A behaviour, as noted, 
is normally considered deviant offline.   
 
In addition, due to the fact that people are aware of the inherent lack of 
privacy on facebook, one may imagine that the sincerity in relationships 
online are somewhat diminished. This is supported by table 5 in Jensen 
and Sørensen’s research in which the statement  
‘I reflect on privacy and on who is reading and watching my profile’ 
received 65% agreement and 20% partial agreement. (Jensen and 
Sørensen, 2013, p. 57) 
However, instead of discriminating between social relations on facebook 
by using customised privacy settings users simply refrain from posting 
anything that could ‘not be said in public’. 
(Facebook, 2004-2014, Zuckerberg, 
https://www.facebook.com/help/124768544269860; Jensen and Sørensen, 
2013, p. 58) 
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 This exact finding was tacitly agreed to in my second interview. See chapter 4.3.1 
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The act of not distributing posts that may ‘not be said in public’ is 
somewhat counterproductive given that users report their primary 
audience as people whom they have contact with offline. (Ellison et al, 
2007, p. 1155)  
However, this phenomenon may explain why users who are close friends 
are less likely (than casual friends or acquaintances) to endorse relational 
maintenance – especially if they perceive facebook as a biased medium of 
information. Whether close friends favour offline communication may be 
due to privacy issues already presented. Another reason for abstaining 
from using facebook to communicate is the belief that facebook offers 
less sincere relationships due to the increased option for anonymity. 
(Bryant and Marmo, 2012, p. 1030; Suler, 2006, p. 184-188 ) 
 
Personal information as a resource 8.4.2 
 
According to Boyd, users are attracted to personal information. (Boyd, 
2008, p. 17) Although facebook is a social network where people connect 
with their peers online, it is also a place where an immense about of data 
is observable through the newsfeed. People may use that information for 
a variety of purposes. Stalking as behaviour has been mentioned, but 
people also use facebook as an address book. (Boyd, 2008, p. 17) 
 
Going back to Carole Stone, the professional networker from Wittel’s 
article – her books cover mentions key sentences such as ‘how to make 
successful small talk, how to network your friends and how to keep track 
of them all’. (Wittel, 2001, p. 60; Chapter 4.4)  
While this tells something about how Stone views social relations, it also 
demonstrates that the agenda of networking friends was a prevalent idea 
before facebook and other social networks emergence (the interview is at 
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year 2000). Given the emergence of social networks, there is a case that 
this trend is still continued. In Boyd’s article, he advocates for why users 
maintain weak-tie relations; 
“They may not wish to keep in contact with the girl that they knew from 
freshman psych, but having that connection may come in handy down the 
road. Yet, there is a difference between the ever-growing address book 
and the list of people that individuals pay attention to on a daily basis.  
(Boyd, 2008, p. 17) 
 
Stone emphasises that keeping track of friends is a must for a successful 
networker. (Wittel, 2001, p. 60)  
However, as Boyd’s citation reflects on, keeping track can become a 
challenge. While he recognises the practicality of having a large address 
book, he mentions the ‘upkeep’ or cost that such a network demands. As 
mentioned earlier, he does believes that the human cognition has a 
numerical threshold in terms of ‘keeping’ track on friends. (Boyd, 2008, 
p. 16-17) 
 
One might argue then, that when people automatically reach that 
‘threshold’ they lose as many contacts as they gain – but this is not what 
Boyd suggests. Rather he suggest that facebook users become ‘cognitive’ 
addicts to the personal information which traffics through facebook – 
“people want to pay attention, even if it doesn’t help them.” 
 (Boyd, 2008, p. 17) 
 
This notion is apt in describing why people may be reluctant to stop using 
facebook and the network it provides. Further, since the information 
which traffics through facebook is so visible and accessible – the users 
have a reliable and perhaps inexhaustible source of information.  
(Boyd, 2008, p. 13, 17) 
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However, given that my interviewee’s indicated that they added or were 
added more often than they deleted, their network is one of constant 
growth. Thus one may ask what the consequences of an ever growing 
facebook network is. Does it really afford users more resourcers? Is it 
worth the cost?  
 
Facebook usage 8.4.3 
 
The idea of getting ‘hooked’ on facebook is not an isolated case. In 
Jensen and Sørensen’s study, 38% percentage of their participants agreed 
or partially agreed to the statement that they joined out of curiosity but 
got hooked. (Jensen and Sørensen, 2013, p. 54)  
 
When the case is that facebook users are paying greater attention to 
superfluous information85 than before the newsfeed and indeed 
facebook’s invention – facebook can influence the way in which we 
maintain and create friendships. 
 
Getting addicted to a social network is perhaps not a bad thing if 
facebook enables  its users to maintain weak ties or acquaintances 
(Ellison et al, 2007, p. 1146; Bryant and Marmo, 2012, p. 1030) and the 
internet in general is regarded as a place where people more readily can 
find inclusion if they belong to a deviant group (McKenna et al. 2004, p. 
582-583). However, there has been little data supported that internet 
usage enables the formation of close friendships86.  
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 Information produced by a member of ones network that is not necessarily needed but available. E.g. 
acquaintances. 
86
 Except in stigmatised individuals, see reference above. 
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One longitude study compared Americans number of ‘confidents’87. In 
the study, the researchers compared the average amount of confidents 
people had in year 1985 and 2004. What they found was that people in 
year 1985 most often88 had 3 confidents whereas people in year 2004  
were most likely to report a complete lack of confidents. 
(McPherson, Miller, Smith-Lovin, Lynn and Brashears, Matthew E. 
‘Social Isolation in America: Changes in Core Discussion Networks over 
Two Decades’, 2006, p. 357-358) 
 
While this research does not account for facebook usage (seeing as it was 
made in the same year as facebook’s invention), it does give a perspective 
on people’s ability to form close friendships pre and post the invention of 
the internet.  
 
That being said, facebook as a tool does not enable its users to search for 
partners if the research made by Jensen and Sørensen is to be believed. 
On table 4 in their study only five percent agreed to the statement that “I 
might use it [facebook] for finding a partner”  
Secondly, the agreement to the statement “It brings me closer to friends, 
relatives, family” was not unanimous. Thus there is still (as of year 2013) 
some ambiguity regarding facebook’s proclivity to maintain close 
relations.(Jensen & Sørensen, 2013, p. 54) 
 
As such, one may ponder whether using facebook as a tool to engage in 
social activity is a viable strategy. My interviewee’s were sceptical. 
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 This paper will assume that ‘confidents’ are the equivalent of close friendships, relatives or partners. 
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 The measurements were divided between 0 and 6+. 
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“The thing with calling it ‘social medias’. (…) but the way you and I 
categorises it, it [facebook] is not very social. Because it is not sociality 
as we have right now because that is social, but in front of a screen you 
are not very social. You sit there very much alone.”  
(Interview 2, Interviewee 44:21-44:50) 
 
Technology interferes with face-to-face interaction 8.4.4 
 
Another finding lends credits to the notion that technology is 
unfavourable to face-to-face interaction. “In urban spaces, the idea of an 
uninterrupted face-to-face sociality, disentangled from technological 
devices, is becoming a myth.” (Wittel, 2001, p. 70)  
If Boyd’s theory regarding the invasiveness of mass-information has 
merits there is a claim that face-to-face interaction is decreasing given 
that more electronically devices has emerged between 2001 and 2014. 
Further, because face-to-face interaction is more likely to be intimate.89 
the emergence of facebook may be detrimental to the upkeep of close 
relations.  
 
What is more; if facebook acts as a substitute for face-to-face interaction, 
not only will it affect the way people interact with each other but also 
how information traffics between relations.  
According to Boyd, facebook is a conduit of many different social 
contexts all merged into one. (Boyd, 2008, p. 18) 
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 Ellison et al, Bryant and Marmo’s research suggests that facebook is predominantly for maintaining 
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Because behaviour is intrinsically related to the norms of a given social 
context, one may argue that a merging of dissimilar social contexts would 
make facebook users’ uncertain of how to behave.  
 (Levine et al, in Abrams et al, 2005 p. 139-140; Boyd, 2008, p. 18-19) 
This is also reflected in my first interview where Oliver remarks that “I 
think I am getting old, I really do not know what social etiquette is on 
facebook…” (Interview 1, Interviewee 1;52:05-52:10) 
 
As anyone may comment on anything they can see on their newsfeed and 
their friend’s wall, there is a host of reactions which would logically not 
be possible in a normal face-to-face interaction between a group of 
people.  
 
If social interaction is mediated through mass-communication tools like 
through the newsfeed – the information ceases to become private and 
starts to become public. (Boyd, 2008, p. 19)  
 
That being said, Boyd’s assumptions would only hold true if/when 
facebook users the newsfeed. However, given the arguments presented in 
this chapter (not to mention the benefits listed in the 4.6-4.7) there is 
some argument that people employ mass-communication in addition or 
even as a substitute to more intimate forms of communication.  
 
To that end; it may be interesting to see how mass-communication 
otherwise known as ‘spam’ influences how people perceive and value 
their facebook contacts. 
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